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H. J. Res.116. An act to correct technical 

errors in the act approved August 13, 1946 
(Public Law 729, 79th Cong., 2d sess.). 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o'clock and 4 minutes p. m.) the 
House, under its previous order, ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, May 9, 
1947, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

663. A letter from the Chief Clerk, Court 
of Claims of the United States, transmitting 
a certified copy of the special findings of 
fact, conclusion of law, and opinion of the 
court in a case that was decided May 5, 1947; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

664. A letter from the Administrator, Vet
erans' Administration, transmitting a draft 
of ·a proposed joint resolution authorizing 
the Administrator of Veterans! Affairs to con
tinue and establish offices in the territory of 
the Republic of the Philippines; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 436. A bill for ·the relief of 
Roger Edgar Lapierre; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 339). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Und.er clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and · 
severally referred as follo\Ys: 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 
H. R. 3376. A bill to ratify and confirm Act 

10 of the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1947, ex
tending the time within which revenue bonds 
may be issued and delivered under chapter 
118, Revised Laws of Hawaii, 1945; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 3377. A bill to amend section 73 of the 
Organic Act of Hawaii, relating to opening 
of agricultural lands for settlement; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
H. R. 3378. A bill relating to the comple

tion of Everglades National Park in the State 
of Florida, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 3379. A bill to amend the National 
Motor VehiCle Theft Act to include embezzled 
vehicles and aircraft; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BECKWORTH: 
H. R. 3380. A bill relating to the computa

tion of Federal grants to States for old-age 
assistance; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DEVITT: 
H. R. 3381. A bill to amend parts VII and 

VIII of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a) to ex
tend the educational benefits granted there
in to veterans of World War II to the widows 
and children of such veterans, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans• 
Affairs. 

H. R. 3382. A bill to amend part VII of 
Veterans RegUlation No.1 (a) to remove the 

obligation of employers in certain on-the-Job 
training programs of reporting payments of 
overtime salaries or wages to veteran train
ees; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. FALLON: 
H. R. 3383. A bill for the payment of claims 

of the Fidelity Trust Co., of Baltimore, Md., 
and others, covered by findings of fact made 
by the United States Court of Claims, dated 
June 5, 1944, and contained in Senate Docu
ment No. 229, Seventy-eighth Congress, sec
ond session; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. POULSON: 
H. R. 3384. A bill to provide for regulation 

of certain insurance rates in the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 3385. A bill relative to the promotion 
and pay of retired Army offic-ers; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

H. R. 3386. A bill relative to the pro~otion 
and pay of retired Army officers; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKE'R: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Oklahoma, memorial
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to enact H .. R. 149, a bill rela
tive to restrictions applicable to Indians of 
the Five Civilized Tribes of Oklahoma; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Puerto Rico, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of "the -United 
States to enact H. R. 2180, a b111 which €«
tends to Puerto Rico the benefits of the 
Reclamation Act; to the Committee · on 
Public Lands. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to amend the housing laws in such manner 
as to allow the occupancy of housing units 
by families other than distressed families of 
servicemen and veterans with families to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 

- severally referred as follQws: 
By Mr. COLE of Missouri: 

H. R. 3387. A bill for the relief of Bruce 
Bros. Grain Co.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON of California: 
H. R. 3388. A bill for the relief of John A. 

Hogg and Mrs. Leona Pearl Hogg; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R. 3389. A bill for the relief of Benedict 

Kleitsch; to the Committee on th~ Judiciary. 
By Mr. SMATHERS: 

H. R. 3390. A bill to provide that the name 
of Fred S. Knisley be added to the emergency 
officers' retired list of the Army of the United 
States; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

469. By Mr. BUFFETT: Petition of 33 citi
zens of Unadilla, Dunbar, and Syracuse, 
Nebr., urging favorable consideration and 
support of S. 265, a bill to prevent the inter
state transmission of advertising of all alco
holic beverages and the broadcasting of such 
advertising by means of radio; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

470. By Mr. CASE of SoUth Dakota: Peti
tion of Mr. R. A. Sjobery, secretary, Feder
ated Shop Crafts, Aberdeen, S.Dak., and 151 
other signers requesting support to defeat 
H. R. 2169 and H. R. 2310, which propose to 
amend the so-called Crosser amendments; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

471. By Mrs. NORTON: Petition of South 
Jersey Association of Water Superintendents, 
urging a restoration of the authorization for 
the United States Geological Survey to do 
ground-water work and that adequate funds 
be appropriated for such work; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

472. By Mr. TOWE: Petition of the Engle
wood Zionist District, Englewood, N. J., rel
ative to the Palestine question; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

473. By the SP~AKER: Petition of a New 
Haven emergency committee for displaced 
persons, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to endorsement of 
H. R. 2910, the Stratton bill; to the Com
mittee on ·the Judiciary. 

474. Also, petition of the Board of Com
missioners of the City of Bayonne, N.J., peti
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of the Taft
Ellender-Wagner bill; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

475. Also, petition· of the Model Agri-Piscl
Poultry and Cattle Farm, South Arcot dis
trict, India, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to the availability 
of funds for a farm-trust plan in India; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, MAY 9, 19""47 

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Barnard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered . 
th.e following prayer: 

Almighty God, whose wisdom our 
finite minds cannot comprehend, we 
rejoice in the revelation which Thou hast 
made of Thyself -as the guiding intelli
gence and the overruling Father. 

Grant that in all the deliberations and 
decisions of this day we may be sensitive 
to the leading of Thy spirit, holding our 
own desires in abeyance until Thou dost 
declare Thy will. We pray that we may 
appropriate with increasing tenacity of 
faith the inexhaustible resources of Thy 
grace. 

May it be the goal of our aspirations to 
attain unto the likeness of our blessed 
Lord. Help us to hasten the coming of 
that glorious day of prediction when the 
chasms which divide the members of the 
human family shall be bridged by friend
ship, and all the barriers which impede 
the progress of the Kingdom of Brother
hood shall be supplanted by the kind and 
gentle spirit of the Prince of Peace. 

Hear us in His name. Amen. 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
May 8, 1947, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4833 
COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 

SESSION 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Flood Control of the Committee 
on Public Works be permitted to sit dur
ing the session of the Senate this morn
ing; and I make a similar request for the 
Subcommittee on Interior Department 
Appropriations of the Committee on Ap
propriations, that it may sit during the 
session of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, permission is granted. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON EXPORT
IMPORT BANK ACT 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Com
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate, 
commencing next Tuesday at 9:30 
o'clock in the morning, will hold hear
ings on the Export-Import Bank Act. 
The purpose of this a~nouncement is to 
give notice of the hearings not only to 
the Members of the Senate but to the 
country. It will be borne in mind that 
the act expires on June 30, and in view 
of the rather chaotic world condition it 
is very important that we' secure · the 
opinions of the best-informed persons as 
to what should be done in relation to 
continuance or discontinuance of the 
Export-Import Bank. 
DONATIONS BY ·NAVY DEPARTMENT TO 

NONPROFIT INSTITUTIONS AND OR· 
GANIZA TIONS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a letter from the Secre
tary of the Navy, reporting, pursuant to 
law, a list of institutions and organiza
tions, all nonprofit and eligible, which 
have requested donations from the Navy 
Department, which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 

of the Territory of Puerto Rico; to the Com
mittee on Public Lands: 

"Whereas Puerto Rico is an agricultural 
country in which the welfare of the popula
tion depends primarily upon returns from 
the land; and 

"Whereas the land resources of Puerto 
Rico are extremely limited in relation to the 
large number of people dependent upon 
them, there being less than an acre of till
able land per inhabitant; and · 

"Whereas the total production of wealth 
in Puerto Rico could be materially increased 
by the developme.nt of storage dams and 
canals for the irrigation of large areas of 
potentially rich land now relatively unpro
ductive because of a lack of sufficient rainfall; 
and 

"Whereas the insular government, like the 
States, is not in position to finance large 
irrigation projects on favorable terms: There
fore be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of Puerto Rico (the Senate of Puerto Rico 
concurring): 

"SECTION 1. That the Congress of the 
United States be urged to give favorable con
sideration to H. R. 2180, which provides that 
the Reclamation Act, approved June 17, 1902, 
and acts amendatory and supplementary 
thereto, be extended to include and to apply 

to Puerto Rico, and 1f they so desire it, to 
Alaska, Hawaii, and the Virgin Islands, as 
mentioned in the resolution. 

"SEc. 2. Certified copies of this concur
rent resolution shall be sent to the Presi
dent of the United States, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and the President 
of the Senate of the United States, and to 
Senator BUTLER, Congressman WELCH, the 
Resident Commissioner, and the Governor 
·of Puerto Rico." 

A resolution adopted by the Irish so
cieties and kindred organizations, Los An
geles, Cal., relating to the political status of 
Ireland; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

Petitions of the members of the Jackson
ville Townsend Club, No. 1, and the members 
of the Crescent City Townsend Club, No. 1, 
both in the State of Florida, praying for the 
enactment of the so-called Townsend plan 
to provide old-age assistance; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. · 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the Industrial Soldiers Association, San 
'Juan, P. R., praying for the enactment . 
of legislation granting the same allowances 
and privileges to industrial soldiers of Puerto 
Rico as those granted to members of the 
armed forces; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. . 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 

of the State of South Carolina; to the Com
mittee on Public Lands: 
"Concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United States of America 
to allow controlled burning of certain 
areas within the Francis Marion National 
Forest so as to provide a safe refuge for 
the propagation of wild turkeys 
"Whereas the pure-strain wild turkeys are 

fast vanishing from the State of South Caro
llna, and those few remaining largely in
habit the county of Berkeley and that area 
of said county embracing the Francis Marion 
National Forest: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the senate (the house of 
representatives concurring), That the Con
gress of the United States of America be here
by memorialized to authorize and empower 
such agencies thereof as have jurisdiction 
to allow controlled burning of certain areas 
within the Francis Marion National Forest, 
S. C., so as to pro~de and effect a safe refuge 
and refuges for the propagation of such 
wild turkeys." 

(Mr. MAYBANK submitted a concurrent 
resolution of the Legislature of the State 
of South Carolina identical with the fore
going, which was referred to the Committee 
on Public Lands.) 

By Mr. WILEY: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on 
Armed Services: 
"Joint resolution protesting the order of the 

Secretary of War inactivating the United 
States Army post at Camp McCoy and 
memorializing Congress to take steps to 
prevent such order from taking effect; 
"Whereas according to a recent Washing-

ton news release the Secretary of War has 
issued an order inactivating the United States 
Army post at Camp McCoy and placing that 
camp on a car~taker basis which will re
quire displacement or d~charge of 1,800 
troops now quartered there along with the 
post complement of 350 and civilian workers 
numbering 461; and 

"Whereas it is evident from recent letting 
of contracts for the construction of 50 tem
porary housing units at Camp McCoy and 
existing plans for ut111zing the post faclll
ties by the Reserve omcers' Training Corps 
and the Wisconsin National Guard; that the 
order was not prompted by mllitary ex-

pediency, but that it Issued only as a matter 
of financial necessity; and 

"Whereas existing disputes with world 
powers over international affairs wlll not 
permit jeopardizing our national defense; 
and 

"Whereas as a sound measure of security 
1n these turbulent times, Camp McCoy, one 
of the outstanding camps in the Nation for 
complete training of troops under all 
weather conditions, above all others, should 
continue to be used by the War Department 
as an active Army post: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the senate (the assembly con
curring), That the Legislature of the State 
of Wisconsin vigorously protests the closing 
of Camp McCoy as an active Army post and 
memorializes the Congress of the ·United 
States to take such steps as are necessary to 
continue to make Camp McCoy available to 
the United States War Department as an ac
tive Army post; and be it further 

"Resolved, That properly attested copies of 
this resolution be transmitted to the Presi
dent of the United States, Secretary of War, 
to both Houses of Congress and to each Wis
consin Member thereof." 

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before 
the Senate a joint resolution of the Legisla
ture of the State of Wisconsin, identical 
with the foregoing, which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
A petition of sundry citizens of Colville 

and vicinity, in the State of Washington, 
praying for the enactment of Senate bill 
265, to prohibit the transportation of alco
holic-beverage advertising in interstate com
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

LABOR RELATIONS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 1126) to amend the Na
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide 
additional facilities for the mediation of 
labor disputes affecting commerce, to 
equalize legal responsibilities of labor 
organizations and employers, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CAIN 
in the chair) . The Senate this morning 
is operating under a unanimous-consent 
agreement which the clerk will read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That on the calendar day of 

Friday, May 9, 1947, at the hour of 1 p. m., 
the Senate proceed without further debate 
to vote upon any amendment that may be 
pending, or that may thereafter be offered, 
to the amendment proposed to s. 1126, the 
Federal Labor Relations Act of 1947, by Mr. 
BALL (for himself, Mr. BYRD, Mr. DoNNELL, 
and Mr. GEORGE) on page 54, after line 4, 
relating to boycotts and other unlawful com
binations, and then upon the said amend
ment, whether modified or amended. 

Ordered further, That on said day of May 
9 the time intervening between the meeting 
of the Senate and the said hour of 1 p. m. 
be equally divided between the proponents 
and the opponents of the said amendment, 
to be controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to ·the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] in the nature of a substitute 
for the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] for 
himself, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Mi$souri [Mr. 
DoNNELL], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I now 

ask unanimous consent that a quorum 
call be had, and that the time consumed 
by the roll call may be divided equally 
between the proponents and the op
ponents of the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebraska? The Chair hears none, 
and· the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green . 
GurLey 

Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S.C. 
Kern 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Maione 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 
Morse· 

Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Dantel 
Overton 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] is necessarily absent because of 
illness in his family. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] arid the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER] are necessarily · 
absent. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] is absent on public busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. · 

The Chair will restate the question. 
The question is on the amendme_nt sub
mitted by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT] in the nature of a substitute for 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] for himself 
and other Senators. The time between 
now and 1 o'clock will be equally divided 
between the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BALL] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER]. 
. Mr. BALL. Mr. President, i: yield my
self the time necessary to explain the 
amendment, which has not yet been 
done. The amendment deals with sec
ondary boycotts and jurisdictional 
strikes, which are universally con
demned. I . thin~ the committee bill . 
deals with them one way. It is pro
posed in the amendment to deal with 
them in a different way. 

In subsection (a) of the amendment, 
which is amendment D on the desk of 
Senators, and No. 4 in the supplemental 
views, on page 54 in the committee re
port, there is one change. made in the 
printed copy, to eliminate from the deft-

nition a direct organizational strike by 
employees of an employer, by inserting 
in line 8, on page 2 of the amendment, 
after the word "any," the word "other,'' 
which means that the only thing covered 
is an organizational boycott to force an
other employer, not the employer of the 
employees conducting the boycott, to 
recognize and bargain with a labor or
ganization which has not been certified 
as the representative of his employees. 
The way amendment D reads in the 
printed copies on the desks of Senators 
it would cover a straight organizational 
strike by employees who do not bother 
to come to the NLRB for an election. 
In my opinion, that kind of an organiza
tional strike is quite thoroughly unjusti
fied today, because there is a democratic 
procedure by which the bargaining agent 
can be determined. 

Subsection (a) of the amendment is 
identical in defining secondary boycotts 
and jurisdictional strikes, with the lan
guage in the committee bill, s .. 1126, on 
page 14, paragraph (4) of l;lection 8 (b), 
beginning in line 23 on page 14 and 
through line 9. on page 16. · 

So there' is no difference between the 
definition of secondary boycott and juris- · 
dictional strike in the pending amend
ment and the definition in the commit
tee bill. The difference lies wholly in 
the remedy proposed. Neither is there 
any difference in the proposal to grant 
injunctive relief against secondary boy
cotts and jurisdictional strikes. If Sen
ators will turn to page 33 of the bill, sub
section (1) of section 10, they will find 
that it reads as follows: 

Whenever it is charged that any person 
has engaged in an unfair labor practice 
within the meaning of paragraph 4 (A), (B), 
(C). and (D) of section 8 (b)-

That is the definition of secondary boy
cott and jurisdictional strike-
the preliminary investigation of such charge 
shall be made forthwith and given priority 
over all other cases except cases of like char
acter in the office where it is filed or to which 
it is referred. If, after· such investigation, 
the officer or regional attorney to whom the 
matter may 'be referred has reasonable cause 
to believe sucl: charge is true and that a · 
complaint should issue, he shall-

He has no discretion-
on behalf of the Board, petition any district 
court of the United States (including the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia) within any district 
where the unfair labor pract~ce in question 
has occurred, is alleged to have occurred, or 
wherein such person resides or transacts busi
ness, for appropriate injunctive relief pend
ing the final adjudication of the Board with 
respect to such matter. Upon the filing of 
any such petition the district court shall 
have jurisdiction to grant such injunctive 
relief or temporary restraining order as it 
deems just and proper, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law. 

That means that when the regional at
torney of the NLRB seeks an injunction 
the Norris-LaGuaraia Act is completely 
suspended, as are sections 6 and 20 of the 
Clayton Act. We do not go quite that 
far in our amendment. We simply pro
vide that the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
shall not apply, with certain exceptions. 

We leave in effect the provisions of sec
tions 11 and 12. Those are the sections 
which give an individual charged with 
contempt of court the right to a jury trial. 
Section 12 gives an individual charged 
with contempt the right to file a notice 
of prejudice against the judge, and ob
tain a different judge. We also leave in 
effect section 7, exclusive of clauses <c> 
and (e) of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 
I have before me a copy of the Norris
LaGuardia Act. Section 7 is the section 
which deals with the conditions under 
which courts may now issue injunctions 
in labor disputes. We leave that whole 
section in effect, with the exception of 
the paragraphs requiring the court to 
make two findings, namely: 

That as to each~ item of relief granted 
greater injury will be infiicted upon com
plainant by the denial of relief than will 
be infiicted upon defendants by the grant-
ing of relief. • 

That is one of the five findings which 
the court has to make under the law, 
and which have completely eliminated 
any possibility o{ injunctions in iabor 
disputes, because that is obviously an 
almost impossible finding to make. How 
can the court make that kind of deter
mination? 

Subsection <e) , which is also suspend
ed, requires the court, before it issues 
an injunction, to find "that the public 
oftlcers charged with the duty to protect 
complainant's property are unable or , 
unwilling to furnish adequate protec
tion." 

That, again, is a pretty tough require
ment to place upon a court. In effect, 
the court must find that the mayor, 
the police chief, and the governor are 
not fulfilling their oaths of oftlce in en
forcing the law. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Am I correct in un

derstanding that the entire contents of 
section 7 of the Norris-LaGuardia Act, 
with the exception of subsections (c) and 
(e), are left in full force and effect by 
the amendment which the Senator is 
advocating? 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely cor
rect. As the Senator knows, section 7 
requires that before a temporary in
junction or i·estraining order is issued 
there must be notice to the opposite 
party and a full open hearing in court. 
The only exception to that is a provi
sion for a temporary restraining order 
without notice and without hearing, 
where it is alleged that frreparable dam
age will be done if it is not grantetl; and 
such temporary order is good for onlY 
5 days. Then there must be a hearing 
and notice, and compliance with all the 
requirements of section 7. , 

Mr. DONNELL. Section 7 begins with 
this _language: 

No court of the United States shall have 
jurisdiction to issue a temporary or perma
nent injunction in any case involving or 
growing out of a labor , dispute, as herein 
defined, except after hearing the testimony 
of witnesses in open court (with opportunity 
for cross-examination) in support of the 
allegations of a complaint made under oath, 
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and testimony in opposition thereto, u ~of
fered, and except after findings of fact by 
the court-- · 

Sucl;l fin~iings _ are enumerated in the 
following subsections. · As I understand, 
subsections <a), (b), and (d) are left 
in full force and effect by the Senator's 
amendment. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. The Norris-LaGuar

dia Act further provides in section 7, 
in the portion left in effect by the Sena
tor's amendment, that the hearing shall 
be held after due and personal notice 
thereof has been given to all known 
persons against whom relief is sought. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. -
Mr. DONNELL. The Senator's amend

ment, in which I have the pleasure and 
privilege of joining, leaves in full force 
and effect everything in section 7 
exc_ept subsections <c) and <e>, to 
which the Senator has referred. Is that 
correct? . . 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely correct. 
As -a matter of fact, any union against 
which a charge is made, and against 
which relief is sought, will have greater 
protection, will be -granted notice and 
full hearing in open court under our 
amendment, whereas under the provi
sion now in -the committee bill, which 
wipes out ail the safeguards of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act and the Clayton 
Act, there is no such guaranty of notice 
and open hearing: So I think we go a 
little further than the committee bill 
does. 

Mr. DONNELL. By saying ."we go a 
little further," the Senator means that 
there is further ·protection to labor in 
his amendment than there is in the 
provisions of the bill to which the Senator 
refers. 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely cor
rect. A great many persons do not 
realize it, but the sacrosanct Norris
LaGuardia Act is completely suspended 
anYWaY in the current National Labor 
Relations Act whenever the Board goes 
into court to obtain an enforcement 
order for one of its decisions. Organized 
labor did not object . to the suspension 
of t..lle Norris-LaGuardia Act in that 
case, I suppose presumably because 
under the present act the only ones to 
whom it could apply are employers. 
Organized labor was perfectly willing -to 
have the Norris-LaGuardia Act com
pletely wiped off the books when it came 
to enforcing Board orders in labor dis
putes against employers. 

Mr. FEl'tGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I understand that 

the right of the Board to seek an injunc
tion, as now stated in the Wagner law, 
does not apply except_ against industry 
but not against labor. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct.-
Mr. FERGUSON. There is no provi

sion in the law at present that an injunc;_ 
tion can be obtained by the Board against 
labor. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. That is 
what I said. The present act is entirely 
a one-way . street. ·It · operates only 
against employers in · labor disputes. 

The ·Norris-LaGuardia Act had to be 
suspended in order to enforce the Wagner 
Act. · 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is there anything 
in the pending amendment which would 
require notice to the other side, and 
hearing, including the right of cross
examination? 

Mr. BALL. I think the Senator was 
not in the Chamber when I explained 
that the pending amendment goes much 
further than the committee bill in safe
guarding the right of the parties against 
whom the injunction is sought. We leave 
in comolete effect section 7 of the Norris
LaGuardia Act, with the exception of 
subsections <c> and <e>. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcoRD at this 
point as a part of my remarks sections 7, 
11, ahd 12 of the Norris-La.Guardia Act. 

There being no objection, the sections 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEc. 7. No court of the United States shall 
have jurisdiction to issue a temporary or 
permanent injunctio!l in any case involving 
or growing out of a labor dispute, as herein 
de:fine,ct, except after hearing the testimony 
of witnesses in open court (with opportunity 
for cross-examination) in support of the al
legations of a complaint made under oath, 
and testimony in opposition thereto, if of
fered, and except after findings of fact by 
the court, to the effect-

(a) That unlawful acts have been threat
ened and will be committed unless restrained 
or have been com~itted and will be con
tinued unless restrained, but no injunction 
or temporary restr,aining order shall be is
sued on account of any tl;lreat or unlawful 
act excepting against the person or persons, 
association, or organization making the 
threat or committing the unlawful act or 
actually authorizing or ratifying the same 
after actual knowledge thereof; 

(b) That substantial and irreparable in
jury to complainant's property will follow; 

(c) That as to each item of relief granted 
greater injm·y will be inflicted upon com
plainant by the denial of relief than will be 
inflicted upon ·defendants by the granting of 
relief; · 

(d) That complainant has no adequate 
remedy at law; and 

(e) That the public officers charged with 
the duty to protect complainant's property 
are unable or unwilling to furnish adequate 
protection. · 

Such hearing shall be held after due and 
personal notice thereof has been given, in 
such manner as the court shall direct, to all 
known persons against whom relief is sought, 
and also to the chief of. those public officials 
of the county and city within which the un
lawful acts have been threatened or ~om
mitted charged with the duty to protect com
plainant's property: Provided, however, That 
if a complainant shall also allege that, unless 
a temporary restraining order shall be issued 
without notice, a substantial and irreparable 
injury to complainant's property will be un
avoidable, such a temporary restraining order 
may be issued _ upon testimony under oath, 
sufficient, if sustained, to justify the court in 
issuing a temporary injunction upon a hear
ing after notice. Such a temporary restrain
ing order shall be effective for no longer than 
5 days and shall become void at the expira
tion of said 5 day.s. No temporary restrain
ing orde;: or temporary injunction shq.ll be 
issued except on condition that complainant 
shall first file an undertaking with adequate 
secUrity in :an amount to be fixed by the 
court sufficient to recompense those -enjoined 

!or any loss, expense, or damage caused by 
the improvident or erroneous issuance of 
such order or injunction, including all rea
sonable costs (together with a reasonable 
attorney's fee) and expense of defense against 
the order or against the granting of any in
junctive relief sought in the same proceed
Ing and subsequently denied by the court. 

The undertaking herein mentioned shall 
be understood to signify an agreement en
tered into by the complainant and the surety 
upon which a decree may be rendered in the 
same suit or proceeding against said com
plainant and surety, upon a hearing to assess 
damages of which hearing complainant and 
surety shall have reasonable notice, the sa1d 
complainant and surety submitting them
selves to the jurisdiction of the court for 
that purpose. But nothing herein contained 
shall deprive any party having a claim or 
cause of action under or upon such under
taking from electing to pursue his ordinary 
remedy by suit at law or in equity. 

• • • • • 
SEc. 11. In all cases arising under this act 

in which a person shall be charged with con
tempt in a court of the United States (as 
herein defined), the accused shall enjoy the 
right to a speedy and public trial by an im
partial jury of the State and district wherein 
the contempt shall have been committed: 
Provided, T,P.at this right shall not apply to 
contempts committed in the presence of the 
court or so near thereto as to interfere di
rectly with the administration of justice or 
to apply to the misbehavior. misconduct, or 
disobedienc.e of any officer of the court in 
respect to the writs, orders, or process- of 
the court. 

SEc. 12. Tl';e defendant in any proceeding 
!or contempt of court may file with. the court 
a demand for the retirement of the judge 
sitting in the proceeding, if the contempt 
arises from an attack upon the character 
or conduct of such judge and if the attack 
occurred elsewhere than in the presence of 
the court or so near thereto as to interfere 
directly with the administration of justice. 
Upon the filing of any such demand the 
judge shall thereupon proce_ed no further, 
but another judge shall be designated in 
the same manner as is provided by law. The 
demand shall be filed prior to the hearing 

· in the contempt proceeding. · 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, as I 
pointed out, under ·the definition in the 
pending amendment with reference to 
secondary boycotts and jurisdictional 
strikes, the final injunctive relief is iden
tical, except that the rights of unions 
accused of such practices are actually 
better protected by the pending amend
ment. The suspension of the Norris
Laquardia Act is not quite so broad in 
the amendment as in the committee bill. 
The committee bill and the proposed 
amendment differ also in this respect: 
First, under the amendment an injured 
party-and he is usually an innocent 
third party-:-suffering frorr.. a secondary 
boycott or jurisdictional strike, is given 
the right to go directly into a district 
court and seek injunctive relief, whereas, 
under the committee bill, such an indi
vidual is forced to go through, a bureau·
cracy, the National Labor Relations 
Board, and let the regional attorney for 
the National Labor Relations Board ·de
cide whether his case should be present
ed to- the court. The committee bill 
gives the court final jurisdiction. May I 
say that in the great majority of cases a 
secondary · boycott or a jurisdictiona1 
strike is conducted simply by employees 
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of employgr A, B, or C grouped into a 
union and assuming for themselves a 
prerogative for using their economic 
force to dictate to the employees of em
ployer X the terms and conditions under 
which those employees shall work. The 
employees are the primary objE:ctive and 
the primary victim for secondary boy
cotts and jurisdictional strikes. It is 
quite true that a great many employers 
are the secondary victims, and quite a 
number of them have been driven out 
of business by such practices. 

I have said that the pending amend
ment would simply give to those em
ployees and to their employers the right 
to go directly into court to protect their 
right to freedom from this kind of rack
eteering pressure, whereas the commit
tee bill routes them through a bu
reaucracy, and that bureaucracy pos
sesses the right to say whether the court 
shall finally pass upon the merits of the 
case. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I am interested in the 

transportation of farm produce into 
large cities. Is it the Senator's opinion 
that if injunctive relief remains in the 
hands of the individual speedier remedial 
action will be taken than if it were left 
in the hands of an administrative gov
ernmental agency? 

Mr. BALL. It is clearly apparent that 
if the regional omcers of the National 
Labor Relations Board first have to satis
fy themselves that the charge is justi
fied and that a complaint will develop 
under National Labor Relations Board 
procedure, the regional attorney-not 
the injured party-has the right to go 
and is directed to go into court. Obvious
ly that will require anywhere from 1 
week to as long as 6 weeks. The S.ena- ' 
tor knows that the farmer has been one 
of the major victims of secondary boy
cotts in hauling perishable produce to 
market, and that kind of relief will not 
help him in the slightest degree. It will 
not be helpful to small business con
cerns that are secondary victims of boy
cotts and jurisdictional strikes. Most 
of them do not have the capital to carry 
on their business under such conditions. 

Mr. WHERRY. The second observa
tion which the distinguished Senator 
Jnade was an answer to a question which 
l expected to ask with reference to the 
small businessman. I am intensely in
terested in conditions in my section of 
the country, where truckloads of farm 
produce, livestock, and milk are being 
stopped on the highways. I think we 
ought to Pl10Yide assurance that perish
able prodtiC"ts will reach the market. 
That is one of the things in which I have 
been much interested as related to this 
amendment. While I do not want in any 
way to contribute to the passage of legis
lation which woUld be unfair to any 
union or group of laboring people, yet, 
in the absence of any other provision to 
permit the farmer to transport perish
able produce into the cities, this amend
ment offers the only assistance at this 
moment, so far as proposed legislation 
is concerned. 

Mr. BALL. I thank the Senator, and 
I agree with him completely. I think 
the secondary boycott is one of the most 
vicious abuses of economic power now 
being indulged in by labor unions. It is 
being used in some cases to create the 
tightest kind of little monopolies, and in 
other cases virtually to dictate the terms 
on which small businessmen, farmers, 
and other persons may do business with 
each other. In the Philadelphia, Balti
more, and New York markets, the farm
ers hauling their produce are compelled 
to obey 100 percent every rule laid down 
by the teamsters' union, or they can
not do business; and that in supposedly 
free America. . 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I refer to paragraph (d) 
on page 4 of the Senator's amendment 
which provides for suspension of sections 
6 and 20 of the act of October 15, 1914. 
Do I correctly understand that that is 
the Clayton ·Act? 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. Am I right in under

standing that section 6 is that provision 
of the Clayton Act which specifically ex
empts labor and farm organizations from 
the provisions of the antimonopoly law 
under certain conditions? · 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I am having some 

dimculty with one of the answers which 
the able Senator gave me in regard to 
his amendment. Sections 11 and 12 
which are mentioned in the amendment 
refer to the Norris-LaGuardia Act, do 
they not? 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. Section 
11 simply gives an individual accused of 
contemp·~ of court the right to a jury 
trial. Section 12 gives the defendant in 
a contempt proceeding the right to· ob
ject to the sitting judge on grounds of 
prejudice. Section 7 is really the heart 
of the Norris-LaGuardia Act, and that 
section is left intact, with the exception 
of subsections <c> and <e>. Subsection 
(c) requires the court to find, first: 

That as to each item of relief granted 
greater injury will be inflicted upon com
plainant by the denial of relief than will be 
inflicted upon defendants by tl).e granting of 
relief . . 

Which is an impossible finding for 
any court to make. It also requires the 
court to· find that the . public omcers 
charged with the duty of protecting com
plainant's property are unable or un
willing to do so. Again, that is a finding 
which few courts will make. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot agree 
with the statement that injunctions 
should be granted in cases where it can 
be said that the court has no discretion. 
I do not think this is a proper amend
ment. I do not think a court of chan
cery should grant an injunction unless 
there is irreparable damage shown with 

respect to the plaintiff. That is a well
established rule. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will get a copy of the Norris-La
Guardia Act and read section 7 he will 
find that there are three other findings 
which the court has to make, which we 
leave unchanged. One of them, under 
subsection (b). is that substantial and 
irreparable injuries to plaintiff's prop
erty win follow. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I also believe that 
an injunction should not be issued in a 
case in which the plaintiff would not 
suffer greater damage than will be in
flicted upon the the defendants if the 
injunction were not issued. I do not 
think that an injunction should be is 
sued in such a case. 

Mr. BALL. That is not the require
ment. The requirement on the court is 
to find as to each item of relief granted 
that greater injury will be inflicted upon 
plaintiff by the denial of relief than will 
be inflicted upon defendants, by grant-

, ing relief. That is a matter of pure 
conjecture which no court could indulge 
in, in making a finding of fact. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot agree with 
the Senator. I think if a court had evi
dence before it the court could deter
mine that fact and should determine the 
facts before it grarits an injunction. 
The difficulty in the past has been that 
the courts would sit in chancery and 
would allow a bill of complaint to be 
passed up to them and would sign on the 
back of it, "Let ·an injunction be issued 
as prayed for in the bill." 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, is the Sen
ator from Michigan aware of the fact 
that under the committee bill the Na
tional Labor Relations Board attorney 
can go into court and obtain an in
junction against a secondary boycott or 
a jurisdictional strike, and the Norris
LaGuardia Act is completely suspended? 
There is no requirement that the court 
make any finding, no requirement of 
notice to the other party, no require
ment of a hearing in open court. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But still there has 
been a trial. 

Mr. BALL. I am sorry; if the Sena
tor from Michigan will read subsection 
(1) of section 10 of the committee bill, 
on page 33, he will find that no hearing 
is required. There is simply an investi-

. gation by a regional attorney. In any 
event, we are defining very clearly, in 
this amendment and in the pending bill, 
secondary boycotts and jurisdictional 
strikes, and the definition is- the same. 
We are defining clearly what we want 
to make unlawful. There is no serious 
disagreement in the Senate as to the 
fact that we should stop such kinds of 
racketeering practices. 

All I am objecting to in the committee 
bill, and all that I propose to change, is 
the requirement in the committee bill 
that before the court is permitted to pass 
on such questions and to protect the 
rights of employers and employees in
jured by such racketeering practices, the 
National Labor Relations Board shall 
first screen the charges, before the courts 
are permitted to pass on them. So far 
as I am concerned, I have considerably 
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more confidence in the courts than that. 
I do not think it has ever been a sound, 
liberal policy· to place an appointive, ad
ministrative official between a citizen and 
his right to go into court and protect his 
rights. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. . 
Mr. FERGUSON. I come back to this 

proposition: If this amendment is 
adopted, before an injunction can be ob
tained by an individual or by a district 
attorney, will it be necessary that there 
be a hearing, with the right of cross
examination, and a determination by the 
court that, under the circumstances of 
the particular case, an injunction should 
issue; or can the court grant a tempo
rary restraining order after hearing only 
the plaintiff? 

Mr. BALL. The provision in that re
spect is identical with the provision now 
in the Norris-LaGuardia Act. It re
quires notice, public hearing, and cross
examination of witnesses in open court, 
except that the act now permits a tempo
rary restraining order to be issued for 
not more than 5 days, on a showing that 
irreparable injury will occur if such tem
porary restraining order is not granted, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I correctly un
derstand that a preliminary injunction 
or a restraining order can be granted 
without a hearing? 

Mr. BALL. Yes; for 5 days. We are 
not proposing to change that provision in 
the slightest degree. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that. 
Mr. BALL. Anyone can go into court 

now and try to get that kind of relief. 
But if the order is issued, it is good for 
only 5 days. Before it can be extended, 
there must be notice and a public 
hearing. 

· Mr. FERGUSON. But there has to be 
a finding such as we have previously 
discussed, that greater damage will be 
suffered by the plaintiff than by the de
fendant; is that correct? 

Mr. BALL. Yes; that is the case now. 
Of course, under that provision, no in
junctions have been issued. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I call attention to 

the further fact that with respect to the 
issuance of a temporary restraining or
der, the provision of the Norris-La
Guardia Act which is retained in force by 
the amendment offered by the Senator, 
reads as follows: 

No temporary restraining order or tempo
rary injunction shall be issued except on con
dition that complainant shall first "file an 
undertaking with adequate security 1n an 

_ amount to be fixed by the court sufficient to 
recompense those enjoined. for any loss, ex
pense, or damage caused by the improvident 
or erroneous issuance of such order or in
junction, including all reasonable costs (to
gether with a reasonable attorney's fee) and 
expense of defense against the order or 
against the granting of ·any injunctive relief 
sought 1n the same proceeding and subse
quently denied by the court. 

That provision of section '1 of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act will, as I under-

stand, remain in full force and effect 
under the amendment in favor of which 
the Senator from Minnesota is arguing. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
The pending amendment would change 

the committee bill in two other re
spects. First, the language in subsec
tion (c) would permit any person in
jured by such racketeering practices to 
sue and to recover damages actually suf
fered and the cost of the suit. That is 
similar to the provision of the Taft sub-
stitute. . 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further inqUiry? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. The amendment in 

favor of which the Senator from Minne
sota is arguing gives, as he has indi
cated, to the concern or plaintiff that 
claims it has been injured, the right to 
control its own litigation, to hire its own 
lawyer, to take such steps as it deems 
proper, and to go into such court as it 
deems proper to proceed in. 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely cor
rect. 

Mr. DONNELL. Whereas, if the Sen
ator's amendment is not adopted, the 
matter must be submitted to the Na
tional Labor Relations Board, and there 
there must be some investigation, and 
there some official of the Board must 
decide whether in his discretion, rather 
than in the discretion of the man who 
claims to be injured, the litigation should 
be filed. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. And thereafter, if 

the representative of the National Labor 
Relations Board shall decide that the 
proceedings shall be filed, control of the 
litigation is exclusively vested in the 
repre~entative of the National Labor Re
lations Board, rather than in the person 
who claims to have been injured. Is not 
that correct? 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. That is 
my main reason for offering this amend
ment, namely, to take away the placing 
of a bureaucracy of government---.an ad
ministrative board, if you please-be
tween the injured citizen and his right 
to go into court and protect his rights 
under the law. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Minnesota know of any 
reason under heaven why, if a person 
claims he is injured, he should not be 
entitled to engage his own attorney, go 
into the court which he selects, and di
rect the conduct of his litigation, rather 
than, if he lives in the State of Nebraska, 
for instance, to have to send his com
plaint to some regional office of the Na
tional Labor Relations Board, or possibly 
to the Board itself, in Washington, and 
thereafter await the determination of 
someone who was never selected by the 
person who has been injured, and per
haps never was even seen by the person 
who has been injured, as to whether any 
proceeding should be filed? Does there 
occur to the Senator from Minnesota 
any possible justification for such a pro
vision as that? 

Mr. BALL. I certainly do not think 
there is justification for it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I wish to thank the 

distinguished Senator from Missouri for 
bringing out that point so clearly, be
cause it seems to me that the person con
cerned should control his own rights of 
litigation, and should not have to de
pend, when it comes to the question of 
going into a court of law and applying 
for damages or for injunctive relief, upon 
the judgment of some bureaucrat in 
whom is lodged the power to determine 
whether such a course should be followed. 

This amendment, as I understand, 
would permit a person to go into any 
court and there use his own judgment in 
regard to the question of applying for 
injunctive relief or in regard to the ques
tion of whether he should sue for dam
ages. Am I correct about that? 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, if the 

Senator from Minnesota will yield fur
ther to me, I wish to place myself on 
record clearly and conclusively in favor 
of giving to the person who claims to be 
injured the right to select his own coun
sel, the right to initiate his own suit, and 
the right to control the litigation, rather 
than to be restricted to a particular 
course of action by some official of the 
Government who is without personal in
terest in the matter, and .have to await 
the determination by such Government 
official as to whether the rights of the 
person shall or shall not be protected. 
I wish to place myself clearly and square
ly on record as being in favor of what 
seems to me to be a fundamental prin
ciple of American citizenship, namely, 
that if a person claims to be injured, he 
shall have his right to a day in court for 
himself, rather than ·to have to leave to 
some Government official ·the determi
nation of whether he shall or shall not 
have his right to a day in court. 

Mr. BALL. I thank the Senator. I 
think he has expressed what I have al
ways regarded as fundamental liberal 
doctrine. The liberal principle of gov
ernment is to define clearly in the law 
the rights, responsibilities and duties of 
citizens, and permit them to go directly 
into court to have their rights and duties 
adjudicated; not to delegate vast arbi
trary power and discretion to some. ad
ministrative agency of government to 
decide whether or not a citizen's rights 
shall be protected in a given situation. 

Mr. President, there is one other 
change the· amendment makes in sub
section (d). That subsection provides 
that the Norris-LaGuardia Act, with the 
exceptions previously noted, as well as 
the Clayton Act, shall not be applicable 
''in respect of any contract, combination, 
or conspiracy, in restr~nt of commerce, 
to which a labor organiZation is a party, 
if one of the purposes of such contract, 
combination, or conspiracy is to fiX 
prices, allocate customers, restrict pro
duction, distribution, or competition, or 
impose restrictions or conditions upon 
the purchase, sale, or use of any mate
rial, machines, or equipment." 
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That language is designed to correct 
the interpretation of the Norris-LaGuar
dia and Clayton acts made by the Su
preme Court in the Hutchinson case, 
and a number of other cases brought by 
former Assistant Attorney General Thur
man Arnold, when he attempted to break 
up monopolistic practices on the part of 
labor unions, sometimes acting on their 
own, sometimes in conspiracy with em- · 
players. They were engaging in all kinds 
of price fixing. They were attempting 
to,determine, on their own responsibility, 
what products should be used in industry, 
what kind of machines, and what prod
ucts the public should be entitled to buy. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, wi11 the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator says 

the purpose of this portion of the amend
ment is to correct a decision of the United 
States Supreme Court. What he means 
is that it is intended to overrule or set
aside the holding of the United States 
Supreme Court that the Clayton Act and 
the Sherman Antitrust Act do not apply 
to labor organizations, and to permit the 
application of the Clayton· Act and the 
Sherman Antitrust Act to the acts set 
out in the words of the amendment. 

Mr. BALL. The Senator can phrase it 
in any way he desires; whether it is "to 
correct" or "overrule," it means the same 
thing. There is no reason why those acts 
should not be applicable. 

Mr. President, I do not think it is nec
essary for me to describe the evils of the 
secondary boycott and jurisdictional 
strike. The Senate should be familiar 
with them by now. As I said before, 
farm producers and small businesses and 
their employees are the main victims of 
secondary boycotts, jurisdictional strikes, 
and organizational boycotts. It is not 
the large· companies, such as General 
Motors and General Electric, although 
they were caught in the monopolistic 
boycott of the IBEW in New York 
City, that are the main victims of second
ary boycott~ and organizational boycotts. 
It is the small businessmen, usually 
t]:lose with only 50 or 100 employees, who 
do not have the resources to enable them 
to last out the 2 to 6 weeks' delay which 
would intervene before they could pos
sibly get relief under the committee bill. 
It is such persons and their rights that 
we are trying to protect. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The bill provides 
that a secondary boycott is an unfair 
labor practice. That will be determined 
by the Board, which itself may invoke 
injunctive relief to stop one that is 
threatened, or an existing secondary boy
cott. The amendment of the able Sen
ator would permit an individual himself 
to seek an injunction in an effort to stop 
a secondary boycott. That, in essence, 
is the difference between the bill and the 
amendment? 

Mr. BALL. The Senator is correct. 
Under the committee bill a regional 
office of the NLRB can go into court and 
get an injunction, and the Norris-La-

Guardia Act is wiped out completely. 
Under our amendment the individual who 
is injured does not have to detour through 
the National Labor Relations Board; he 
can go directly into court and get tem
porary relief. I might say that if the 
amendment shall be agreed to it will 
be in order to move to strike out the 
unfair practice provision in the com
mittee bill. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
great majority of Senators are agreed 
that secondary boycotts, organizational 
boycotts, and jurisdictional strikes are 
wrong, and that they should be stopped. 
But, somehow or other, the idea has 
persisted that even though we are ab
solutely opposed to this kind of racket
eering practices, we still must detour 
through the regional office of the Na
tional Labor Relations Board a party 
injured by such practices before he can 
go into court and obtain relief, and then 
he cannot go into court unless the Na
tional Labor Relations Board says he 
may do so. That seems to me extreme 
New Deal doctrine. I think it is far re
moved from what I have considered to 
be the liberal approach to these prob
lems, which, · as I said before, is to define 
in the law the rights, responsibilities and 
duties of parties, and permit an injured 
party to go directly into court to protect 
his rights. 

I cannot understand the seeming lack 
of confidence in the courts to pass on is
sues so clear as these and to protect the 
rights of the people. I do not know why 
we have to screen these cases through 
some bureaucrat before the court can 
get a chance to pass on them. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Under the present 

law, what protection has a farmer, when 
a boycott interferes with the transporta
tion of his products, which possibly are 
highly perishable? 

Mr. BALL. He has none, unless there 
is a State law which would protect him. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. He has none un
der the present Federal law? 

Mr. BALL. He has not. We passed 
the Hobbs Act last year, but so far there 
has been no prosecution under it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That did not go 
far enough. 

Mr. BALL. No; it did not. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. The pending 

amendment would give such a farmer op
portunity for immediate relief by ap
pealing to the court himself? . 

Mr. BALL. It would give him a 
chance to go directly into court, and if 
he could show that the act of which he 
was complaining was a violation of the 
law, he could get immediate relief. 

Mr. ·McCLELLAN. But under the bill 
as it is now, without the Senator's 
amendment, he would be compelled to 
resort to a regional office of the Labor 
Board in an effort to get relief? 

Mr. BALL. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. In the meantime 

.the perishable food would rot, and ft 
would be lost to the country and to the 
farmer. 

Mr. BALL. He would be detoured 
through the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President-
Mr. BALL. How much time have I 

left? -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota has 8 minutes 
remaining at his disposal. 

Mr. BALL. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana for a question. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not true that 
all the unfair labor-practices covered by 
the bill, whether against management 
or labor, are processed through the 
Board? 

Mr. BALL. Yes; of course. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Why should the 

Senator desire to provide a different 
method of procedure in the disposition 
of cases involving jurisdictional strikes 
and secondary boycotts? . 

Mr. BALL . . I want to control this 
kind of racketeering in violation of the 
law, and stop it. I do not know why 
we should go through the administra
tive law approach in order to stop some
thing that is clearly racketeering, and 
which we all agree we want to stop. I 
do not know why we should have to go 
through that kind of rigmarole to ac
complish the result. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the Senator 
be willing to permit a union to go into 

, court to seek redress in the case of an 
unfair labor practice on the part of 
management? 

Mr. BALL. No. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot follow the 

Senator. What is the difference inso
far as obtaining relief is concerned? 

Mr. BALL. There is a great differ
ence. We are defining something that 
is unlawful. It is a racket. Unfair 
practices on the part of employers deal 
with the reasons or the motives why 
they discharge _or refuse to hire some
body. That is not a question of fact as 
in the case I am discussing. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I can see no dif
ference. The penalties are the same in 
case of violations of the injunction by 
the offender. Whether a violation of 
the act on the part of management or 
a union is made unlawful or an unfair 
labor practice, a question of fact is 
always involved. The injured party 
seeks redress and if _he is able to ob
tain relief through a Board attorney or 
through the Board itself should make no 
difference. As I pointed out on several 
occasions the Board is compelled to give 
priority as to all cases involving juris
dictional strikes and secondary boy
cotts. In the case of jurisdictional 
strikes the Board is authorized to ap
point special arbitrators so that all 
cases can be handled with speed. I 
have no doubt but that the Board will 
set up special machinery to handle all 
such cases in order that justice can be 
meted out with the least possible delay. 
My belief is the fact that we make ju- , 
risdictional strikes and secondary boy
cotts unfair labor practices will act as 
a deterrent and few violations will come 
to the attention of the Board. 
. Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I should 
like a little time on the amendment. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4839 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that the Senator from 
New York is favoring the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Ohio, but is 
opposing the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] . In 
that case, I am sure the time can be 
satisfactorily adjusted. Did the Senator 
from New York have in mind any par
ticular length of time he would like to 
speak? 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York will try to finish within 10 minutes. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to have an 
understanding that the Senator from 
Florida yields 7 minutes to the Senator 
from New York and that the Senator 
from l\1innesota yields 3 minutes, for the 

. reason I cannot in this instance be either 
wholly with the Senator from Florida 
or wholly with the Senator from Minne
sota. I am probably more strongly op
posed to the amendment offered by the 
Senator irom Minnesota. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I find that 
I have remaining 4 minutes only, and I 
think I should conserve that time. 

Mr. IVES. Then, if I may, I ask the 
Senator from Florida to yield me H1 
minutes. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. IVES. The ·senator from New 
York appreciates the courtesy shown 
him by the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. President, I want to point out a 
few salient things in connection with 
this particular proposal. In the first 
place, I am opposed to the amendment 
which has been offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota for two very simple rea
sons: First, his proposal revives the in
junction upon the request of an em
ployer. I grant it is limited to a par
ticular type of case, but, nevertheless, 
insofar as the principle itself is con
cerned, there is definitely a violation of 
the principle of the Norris-LaGuardia 
Act. I want to point out to the Sena
tors that the Norris-LaGuardia Act, 
which has been referred to so frequently, 
was passed and signed under the admin
istration of President Hoover, and I 
think the Senate would do well to keep 
that in mind. I deplore a condition 
which in any way, shape, or manner 
will revive the flagrant abuses which 
brought about the ena.ctment of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. I think the 
pending amendment opens the door; it 
is the entering wedge. 

Second, in his very effective statement 
outlining the contents of the bill, at the 
beginning of its consideration by the 
Senate, the chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Ohio, indicated that 
the unfair-labor-practice procedure pro
vided by the bill would be sutncient With
out the injunctive procedure proposed 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

In the first place, a priority is given 
this particular type of case. If I know 
anything about the workings of the Na
tional Labor Relations Board, I am ab
solutely convinced the Board · will have 
to set up additional machinery to take 
care of cases of this particular kind. I 

am further-convinced that the Board will 
do so, and that the priority referred to 
will insure almost immediate considera
tion of cases of the kind prescribed. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I cannot yield, because I 
am so limited in time. I should like to 
do so, but I cannot. 
· Furthermore, as the matter develops, 
the same thing would be found true in 
practically every part of the country. It 
has been pointed out that possibly the 
unfair-labor-practice procedure might 
not be so effective as the direct injunc
tion obtained by the employer. To some 
extent, perhaps, it would not be. Per
haps there would not be the immediate 
action obtainable by injunction, but by 
and large, the entire suggested procedure 
is intended to deal with the National La
bor Relations Act. The provisions with 
respect to jurisdictional disputes and 
with respect to secondary boycotts, 
which are met by a statutory denial, deal 
fundamentally with the National Labor 
Relations Act. In effect, such boycotts 
and strikes would constitute violations of 
that act, if indeed they would not actu
ally violate other laws. The remedy 
should be found in procedures under the 
National Labor Relations Act. So I say 
that if there should be a slight delay
and I do not think there would be, once 
the system is established-but if there 
should be a slight delay, the right ap
proach is through the provisions of the 
committee bill without openin_g the door 
to abuses which formerly existed and 
which resulted in the passage of the Nor
ris-LaGuardia Act. I have stated my 
second reason for opposing the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min· 
nesota. · 

Third, I am opposed to it; because 
Senators will have before them either a 
substitute for the amendment or a direct 
amendment-! do not know which it will 
be. Incidentally, that is why I should 
have obtained the 3 minutes from the 
other side, because I cannot go along 
with what I believe to be the positien of 
the Senator from Florida on this particu
lar phase. As I understand, a substitute 
amendment will be offered, to authorize 
the bringing of actions for damages in 
the Federal courts, under certain condi
tions as I have indicated. I know of no _ 
reason in the world why actions for dam
ages should not be permitted in the Fed
eral court. That is perfectly legitimate. 
I know of no reason in the world why 
one suffering from such abuses or viola
tions should not have the right to re
cover damages, not only in the Federal 
court, but in any court. 

I want to point out to the Senator from 
Nebraska, and a~y other Senators who 
may have made the point, that in my 
judgment the right to recovery as pro
posed in the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Ohio will take care of the 
situation about which the Senator from 
Nebraska inquired. Once it is established 
that recovery may be had for damages 
in the Federal courts, it will go a long 
way toward stopping the Jurisdictional 
dispute and secondary boycott. 

I appreciate the generosity of the Sen
ator from Florida, but I shall not use 
all the time he granted me. For the 
three reasons I have stated I shall vote 
against the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota. If the procedure pro
vided in the bill should not take care of 
the situation I should like to add a fourth 
reason. I deny that it will not take care 
of it, but if it should not, then the joint 
committee established by the bill, will be 
following the matter, as it will be fol
lowing other questions which have been 
considered in the debate, and if, in an
other year, the proposed procedure 
should be found inadequate, the joint 
committee could and should come far
ward with proposals which would satis
factorily take care of conditions that 
may exist at that time. 

For all these reasons I submit that 
there can be no justification for the 
adoption of such amendment as the one 
proposed by the Senator from Minne
sota; but I want it definitely understood 
that I am wholeheartedly supporting the 
proposal to be made by the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield 15 minutes to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. The substitute proposal 
offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT] is subject to many of the same ob
jections as I shall make to the original 
amendment o:trered by the Senator from 
Mim1esota [Mr. BALL]. While the sub
stitute proposal eliminates injunctive re
lief at the instance of the .united States 
attorney or private parties, it neverthe
less makes every person who partici
pates in a strike for one of the outlawed 
objectives liable to damage suits. In 
other words, the proposal of the Senator 
from Ohio would open wide the doors of 
the Federal courts to damage suits 
against any person who engaged in a 
strike or attempted to persuade other 
employees to engage in a strike for one 
of the prohibited objectives. 

The proposal very definitely would 
take us back at least 40 years and we 
would again have the spectacle of mass 
suits against employees, similar to the 
infamous Danbury Hatters case. Sena
tors will recall that in that case some 
150 members of the union were sued by 
their employer and the Supreme Court 
of the United States sustained a judg
ment against them in the neighborhood 
of a quarter million dollars. As a mat
ter of fact the proposal would make it' 
substantially easier to maintain a dam
age suit than was the case l.Ulder the 
Sherman Act as interpreted by the Dan
bury Hatters case and the Apex Hosiery 
case. In the Apex case the Court stated 
that in the earlier cases arising under the 
Sherman Act the activities had been "di· 
r&cted at control of the market" and had 
resulted in "a suppression of competi
tion iii the market." But under the sub
stitute proposal all that need be shown 
in order to maintain a damage suit is 

· that the party plaintiff has been "in
jured in his business or property." 

It also should be pointed out that the 
substitute proposal is inconsistent with 
the present provision in the bill allowing -
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a union to be sued for breach of con
tract. Section 301 of the bill permits 
suits against labor organizations only, 
whereas the substitute proposal allows 
damage suits against "any person." 
Also, section 301 limits recovery to the 
assets of the union. The substitute al
lows the attachment of employees' bank 
accounts and all their property. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. On request by the Sena
tor from New York and others who 
raised the point, I am amending the pro
posal, by striking out the word "person," . 
in the second line, and inserting in lieu 
thereof "labor organization," so the ac
tion will be open only against labor or
ganizations promoting this type of strike. 

Mr. MORSE . . I want to say, Mr. Presi
dent, that I am very glad the Senator 
from Ohio is agreeing, at least, to re
move my first objection to the amend
ment. I shall not press the argument 
on that point, other than to say that 
had it remained as it was submitted to 
the Senate, we should have been back 
to the Danbury Hatters' case of 40 years 
ago. I think, however, it illustrates the 
great mistake in our proceeding, during 
the closing days of debate, to amend the 
bill presented by the committee, by sug
gesting such hastily drafted amend
ments as are now being presented to the 
Senate. I think the bill should be taken 
as it came from the committee, without 
additional amendments. 
· I do want to make the additional argu
ment against the Taft substitute, that 
it makes it possible for two different 
district courts and the NLRB to be deal
~ng simultaneously with the same sub
ject matter. The Board would be con
ducting a hearing looking to a cease
and-desist order. At the same time, the 
Board would be required, -as provided in 
the committee bill, on which I shall com
ment in a moment, to seek. injunctive re
lief, 'which means that there would be two 
actions going on at the same time, or · 
that there might be. While I acquiesced 
in this latter provision when it was added 
to the bill, I may say that I did so rather 
reluctantly. That is an example, how
ever, of my willingness to enter into rea
sonable compromise in committee. I did 
so believing that the best proeedure 
would have been to make it discretion
ary, rather than mandatory, for the 
Board to seek injunctions. 
· Finally, under this proposal, we have 
a third .agency-probably a different 
Federal court-deciding whether a dam
age action lies. Such dispersion of au
thority, in my judgment, is very bad leg
islative policy. 

Mr. President, in view of the question 
raised by the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. FERGusoN] a short time ago, I want 
to emphasize that under the committee 
bill discretion is left with the Federal 
court, after notice has been filed, to go 
into a hearing on any request for injunc- · 
tive relief. I want to call the Senate's 
attention to page 33 of the bill, line 7, 
as follows: · 

(1) Whenever it is charged that any. per
son has engaged in an unfair labor practice 

within the meaning of paragraph 4 (A), (B), 
and (C) of section 8 (b) , the preliminary 
investigation of such charge shall be made 
forthwith and given priority over all other 
cases except cases of like character in the 
office where it is filed or to which it is re
ferred. If, after such investigation, the 
officer or regional attorney to w~om the mat
ter may be referred has reasonable cause to 
believe such charge is true and that a com
plaint should issue, he shall, on behalf of the 
Board, petition any district court of the 
United States (including the District Court 
of the United States for the District of 
Columbia) within any district where the lMl

fair labor practice in question has occurred, 
is alleged to have occurred, or wherein such 
person resides or transacts business, for ap
propriate injunctive relief pending the final 
adjudication of the' Board with respect to 
such matter. 

Now note the procedure, Mr. Presi
dent: 

Upon the filing of any such petition the 
district court shall have jurisdiction to grant 
such injunctive re.lief or temp~rary restrain
ing order as it deems just and proper, not
withstanding any other provision of law: 
Provided further. That no temporary re-

·straining order shall be issue~ without notice 
unless a petition alleges that substantial and 
irreparable injury to the charging party will 
be unavoidable and such temporary restrain
ing order shall be effective fer no longer than 
5 days and will become void at the expiration 
of such period. · 

In other words, Mr. President, in the 
committee bill we have given to the 
courts certain discretionary power in is
suing injunctions, but, as pointed out by 
the Senator from Michigan, however, we 
have limited that power by adequate pro
cedural safeguards. 
. I want to say that I think one of the 
results of the Taft substitute, contrary 
to the approval. of it by the Senator from 
New York [Mr. IvEs], will be the use of 
litigation, the use of lawsuits, the effort to 
break up unions by constantly bringing 
them into court on one charge or anoth
er, whether foundation in fact lies for 
the charges. It does not make any dif
ference, so far as the union treasury is 
concerned, Mr. President, whether the 
charges are truthful or whether they are 
false: 

Furthermore, let us recall again the 
fact that as of today, under our State 
laws, those who are harmed by unions 
have the right to go into court and sue 
if they can bring proof that they have 
.been damaged by the action of unions or 
of a union. 

What we are trying to do here, it seems 
to me, is to superimpose upon a very 
sound administrative law structure de
vised to bring about the settlement of 
labor disputes the old technique of dam
age suits in order to harass and weaken 
a union. I want to say to the Senator 
from Minnesota that I certainly disagree 
with his views that in this field we ought 
to set aside our whole body of adminis
trative law. Administrative law has been 
built up over the ye·ars in this country, 
Mr. President, to deal exactly with cer
tain specilied, specialized fields of the 
activity, such as transportation, labor 
relations, and some agricultural prob
lems. Why then is an attack made on 
administrative law as it deals with labor 
unions? .I will tell the Senat.e why. Be
cause · antiunion employers know that 

one of the best ways to break a union is 
to keep its treasury depleted by way of 
court action. I submit, Mr. President, 
that · one of the results of the amend
ment will be to foster that type of anti
union activity; 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am sorry, but time 
does not permit. 

Many of the amendments I hav~ op
posed, Mr. President, including this one, 
are based upon a view of labor relations 
which causes me to believe that the 
amendments overlook the realities of 
labor relations. In discussing the 
amendment with respect to industry
wide bargaining -the other day, I pointed 
out that the amendment was based upon 
the wholly erroneous premise that local 
unions had no voice in choosing or con
trol over their agents-the officers of the 
international union. In discussing the 
amendments relating to health and wel
fare funds, I again pointed out that, 
contrary to the view· of the sponsors of 
the amendment, trade-union members 
do exercise considerable control over 
their officers and have means of holding 
them accountable for their actions. A 
similar Unfortunate approach to labor
relations problems is implicit in the pro
posal here made; namely, that employees 
enjoy striking, are ready to do so at any ' 
time, and suffer no penalties er deter
rents in the event they go on strike. 
Only such a view is consistent with the 
outlawing of the strike for recognition. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the 
very potent deterrents to striking which 
now exist, or the error of those who be
lieve that the only cause for strikes lies 
in the desite for power on the part of 
a small group of trade-union leaders. 
I am sure those who voted for the Smith
Connally Act were surprised, as I was 
not, to find that employees voting in a 
Government-conducted election upon a 
question loaded against striking during 
wartime, nevertheless, voted by over
whelming majorities in favor of such 
strikes. At the present time an em
ployee who goes on strike, contrary to 
many assertions made by the proponents 
of these amendments, is not automati~ 
cally reassured that he will get his job 
back, but takes the hazard that he may 
never be restored to employment. 

I want to add, Mr. President, that I 
think one of the primary effects of the 
Ball amendment will· be that it will de· 
stroy the right to strike for recognition 
purposes. In addition, the employee 
faces the obvious loss of his salary or 
wages for an indefinite period and some
times ioss of status in the enterprise 
which has been employing him. I ask 
what provocati,ons would induce the 
Members of this body voluntarily to cut 
off their source of income for an indefi· 
nite period, with the possibility that they 
might never get their jobs back? It 
must be self-evident that only wrongs 
rankling deep in the hearts of workers 
can induce them to take a step so vital 
to their welfare. That they do so volun. 
tarily in so mapy cases is an unhappy 
commentary on the status of our indus
trial relations, but I am confident that 
the answer is to -be found not in for-
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bidding even this safety valve to out
raged feelings, but in basic improvements 
in our management-labor relations. 

While, as indicated by my support of 
the committee bill, I feel that there are 
instances where we should and can prop
erly place some restraint .upon use of this 
power, I feel strongly that the strike for 
recognition is not one of them. It fre
quently happens that, when a union has 
just begun its organizing efforts, an em
ployer undertakes retaliatory action. 
The discharge of one or two of the most 
active union members is a sharp warning 
to others who have joined the uniorl that 
they will be the next to go and any 
courageous person, justifiably incensed 
by this invasion of the rights of the group 
by the employer, might well feel it neces
sary to take steps in self-defense particu
larly by way of withdrawing the eco
nomic power of those who remain in 
order to meet the challenge laid down by 
the employer. To deny this weapon is to 
force men to wait in abject fashion for 
such further attacks as the employer 
may care to make upon their most fun-
damental rights, · 

But, say the sponsors of this · measure, 
under the National Labor Relations Act 
these men now have an alternative in 
that they may receive protection from 
the Board. It is well that they do and 
the steady falling off in the last 10 years 
of strikes for recognition indicates that 
in a vast majority of cases employees do 
·resort to the processes of the Board 
rather than engaging in strike action. 
But the remedy provided by the National 
Labor Relations Act is slow and time
consuming, rumiing in litigated cases to 
a period of about 3 years. The hazards 
of the law are always there and even a 
·meritorious claim may fail for lack of 
proof or on a technicality. It is a par-

. ticularly unhappy answer when the ap
propriations for the National Labor Re
lations Board are inadequate to enable 
it even to begin to do its job. Insofar as 
the remedy is effective, employees will of 
course use it as -an alternative to strik
ing; and every self-interest will encour
age them to do so. Further, the National 
Labor Relations Act by no means covers 
all provocative action by an employer 
which may induce employees to engage 
in a strike ·for recognition. There may 
be grievous infractions of other Federal 
or. State laws, there may be a deliberate 

·incitement to such strikes by the em
ployer through an "agent provocat·eur" 
or other means. To den~· employees un
·der these circumstances their right of 
self-help is to award a bonus to· those 
employers who engage in the most out
rageous antisocial conduct. While I do 
not welcome strikes for recognition--or, 
indeed, any type of strike-I have not the 
slightest question that this is an instru
ment which should properly be left in 
the hands of employees where the cir
cumstances are so outrageous as to in
duce them to resort to it. 

The next change from the committee 
bill is the insertion of the language con-· 
tained in section <b > of the amendment 
which allows the district attorneys to 
bring suits for injunctions in the district 
courts for any violation of this subsec
tion. The procedure of the committee 
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bill is set forth in section 10 (j), <k>, and 
<D of the committee bill which, in my 
judgment, fully meets the problem of 
enforcing these -provisions. Under sec
tion 10 (j) of the committee bill the Na
tional Labor Relations Board may in its 
discretion apply for a temporary re
ttraining order where unfair labor prac
tices have been committed, including, of 
course, the unfair labor practices which 
we are here discussing. Section 10 <k> 
authorizes the Board to appoint arbitra
tors in jurisdictional disputes whose de
cision is to be final. Section 10 <D re
quires that with respect t'O secondary 
boycotts ·and jurisdictional strikes the 
regional attorney of the National Labor 
Relations Board shall petition for appro
priate injunctive relief pending the final 
adjudication of the Board with respect to 
the case . . 

It has been my consistent endeavor 
·while this legislation has been under dis
cussion to vest determination of labor 
problems s·o far as it is humanly possible 
to do so in a single organization that is 
expert. in labor problems. I assume that 
if the debates on this bill have served no 
other purpose they have demonstrated 
to all Members of the Senate the com
plexity and difficulty of this field. Labor 
problems are complex; as complex, in
deed, as our entire social structure, since 
the great mass of our people are workers. 
It is a field which has been growing even 
more complex as our society has come to 
depend more and more upon the output 
of large industrial enterprises. Nor will 
these problems be simplified if the legis
lation which we have here proposed be
comes law. Close day-to-day contact 
with these problems is nicessary if able 
persons are to keep themselves even 
reasonably informed. · 

I am confident, despite the high regard 
in which I hold the district judges of the 
United States, that they have neither the 
background, the desire, or the time, to 
become experts in these matters. It is 
one thing to grant to the district courts, 
upon application of the Board, an in
terim power to maintain the status quo 
pending resolution of the problem by the 
body which we have selected as the ex
pert body to handle such problems. It 
·is quite a different thing to do what this 
bill proposes, namely, to throw these 
matterz for· final decision into the laps of 
the approximately 250 district judge's of 
the United States, some few of whom may 
-have some knowledge of the field, but all 
of whom can certainly not pretend to be 
experts. I feel that it is placing upon 
them an unfair burden to ask that they 
gain the necessary experience which the 
amendment would require them to have. 

It is unhappily true, even though fre
quently unjustified, that many labor or
ganizations and workers, because of un
fortunate experiences before passage of 
the Norris-LaGuardi~ Act, hold the 
Federal courts in great mistrust. I be
lieve that many of those unfortunate de
cisions which made the Norris-La
Guardia Act so necessary arose precisely 
out of the ignorance of the Federal 
courts concerning labor matters. I do 
not believe we will enhance either the 
reputation of the Federal courts, or the 
respect of our people for the Federal 

courts, or the cause · of industrial peace, 
by placing these matters in· the hands 

·of our district courts for solution. And 
everything I have said may be applied 
with equal vigor to the district attorneys 
who would be called upon to bring such 
action. 

The provisions of the committee bill 
should not make it necessary for me to 
indicate that I am heartily in sympathy 
with discouraging jurisdictional strikes 
and secondary boycotts. I submit that 
the committee does· contain adequate 
machinery appropriate to that end. But 
all our debate has been centered on the 
search for sound solutions to existing 
problems; I cannot be convinced that it 
is sound legislation to disperse the 
authority over these problems, to draw 
into the orbit of their handling, a host 
of district attorneys and Federal judges 
without competence in the field or, by 
splitting up authority among all the dis
trict attorneys and district judges of the 
land, to make impossible the develop
ment of a uniform body of precedent and 
decisions, harmoniously integrated with 
each other over the entire economy. 

Se.ction <c> of the proposed amend-
ment is, ir.. my judgment, also unwise. 

.This allows suits for damages to be 
brought in the Federal courts for viola
tions of the section to recover damages 
and costs of the suit. Since the Clayton 
Act is also repealed as to this type of 

. violation under section <d> of the 
amendment, this would mean that a 
trade-Union engaging in . these practices 
could be enjoined, could be sued for dam
ages in the Federal courts, and would be 

:liable criminally under the Sherman Act 
for treble damages. Nothing in the way 
of such remedies is proposed for unfair 
labor practices when committed by em
ployers, and I suggest that if we are to 
·give sqmething more than lip service to 
the ideal of equality which we have set 
for ourselves, that we shquld be careful, 
as the committee bill has been, to make 
certain that the remedies available ' 
against employers and labor organiza
tions are precisely equal. ·The manifest 
injustice of such ·additional penalties in 
the case of employee unfair labor prac
tices alone would forever serve to damn 
any legislation here adopted as dis
criminatory class legislation. 

It has happened in the past-frequent
ly before the passage of the National 
Labor Relations Act-that employers en
tered into arrangements by which they 
agreed to blacklist union employees in an 
entire industry--or to supply insurance 
funds to enable employers to enter into 
lock-outs against organizations, or to 
supply funds for spying on labor organi
zations. No one will deny that such prac
tices cause substantial harm and damage 
to the interests of trade-unions through-

, out the country and to the individuals 
composing them. Such practices may 
well continue clandestinely in various 
parts of the country, and to the extent 
that they may be .revived they represent 
a serious danger to trade-unions. Yet 
the sponsors of this amendment have not 
suggested that such practices by employ
ers, if again revived, should be subject to 
the penalties here proposed to be applied 
against trade-unions. 
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Section (d) further removes the pro

tection of the Norris-LaGuardia Act and 
the Clayton Act from "any contract, 
combination, or conspiracy in restraint 
of commerce, to which a labor organiza
tion is a party, if one of the purposes of 
such contract, combination, or conspir
acy is to fix prices; allocate customers, 
restrict production, distribution, or com
petition, or impose restrictions or con
ditions upon the purchase, sale, or use of 
any material, machines, or equipment." 

After all, our objective, Mr. President, 
ought to be to prevent labor abuses, and 
not proceed here today, by hastily con
sidered amendments under the great lim
itation of time under which we are labor
ing, to give to the Federal courts power 
which I submit in practice is going to re
sult in a return to many of the old abuses 
of the injunctive powers of the courts 
that led in the first instance to the adop
tion of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

Adoption of the amendment certainly 
would lead to a great deal of litigation to 
determine how much power in fact has 
been returned to the courts. 

As I have stated, the provisions of the 
committee bill should not make it neces
sary for me to indicate that I am heartily 
in sympathy with discouraging jurisdic
tional strikes and secondary boycotts. I 
proposed the provisions of the committee 
b111 which seek to make those practices 
unfair labor practices. I think that is as 
far as we should go in this session of Con
gress. Let us implement and effectuate · 
those sections of the committee bill. Let 
us try them for a year and then deter
mine whether I am right or wrong when 
I say that with those sections in opera
tion we shall not need any additional 
Federal legislation to check jurisdictional 
strikes and secondary boycotts. 

Next I wish to invite the attention of 
the Senate to the small phrase con
tained in the amendment-"If one of 
the purposes" is to fix prices, and so 
forth. For years, even prior to passage 
of the Clayton Act and the Norris
LaGuardia Act, the courts had de
veloped the doctrine of primary purpose. 
In the first of the Coronado Coal cases 
(259 U. S. 344 and 268 U. S. 295) the Court 
pointed out that the Sherman Act was 
not violated because union activities re
stricted production. 

In the second Coronado case in 1925 
Chief Justice Taft said: 

The mere reduction in the supply of an 
article to be shipped in interstate commerce 
by . the Ulegal or tortious prevention of its 
manufacture or production is ordinarily an 
indirect and remote obstruction to that com
merce. But when the intent of those unlaw
fully preventing the manufacture or produc
tion is shown to be to restrain or control the 
supply entering and moving in interstate 
commerce, or the price of it in interstate mar
kets, their action is a direct violation of the 
Antitrust Act (citing cases). We think there 
was substantial evidence at the second trial 
in. this case tending to show that the purpose 
of the destruction of the mines was to stop 
the production o! nonunion coal and pre
vent its shipment to markets of other States 
than Arkansas, where it would by competi
tion tend to reduce the price of the com
modity and affect injuriously the mainte
nance of wages for union labor in competing 

.mines. 

This language followed the opinion of 
Mr. Chief Justice Taft in United Leather 
Workers International Union v. Herkert 
& Meisel Trunk Co. (265 U.S. 457), where 
Chief Justice Taft said: 

The sole question here is whether a. strike 
against manufacturers by their employees, in
tended by the strikers to prevent, through 
lliegal picketing and intimidation, continued 
manufacture, and having such effect, was a 
conspiracy to restrain interstate commerce 
under the Antitrust Act because such 
products when made were, to the knowledge 
of the strikers, to be shipped in interstate 
commerce to fill orders given and accepted 
by would-be purchasers in other States, in 
the absence of evidence that the strikers 
interfered or attempted to interfere with the 
free transport and delivery of the product 
when manufactured from the factories to 
their destination in other States, or with 
their sale in those States. 

We think that this question has already 
been answered in the negative by this Court 
(citing the first Coronado case). · 

The Court then reviewed various au
thorities and continued: 

None of these cases • • • can properly 
be said to support the argument that mere 
intentional cutting down of manufacture of 
production is a direct restraint of commerce 
in the product intended to be shipped when 
ready • • •. 

And in conclusion: 
We concur with the dissenting judge in 

the circuit court of appeals when, in speak
ing of the conclusion of t:re majority, he 
said: 1 

"The natural, logical, and inevitable result 
will be that every strike in any industry or 
even in any single factory wlll be within the 
Sherman Act and subject to Federal jurisdic
tion provided any appreciable amount of its 
product enters into interstate commerce." 

In the Apex Hosiery Case (310 U. S. 
469), decided in i940, the Court recog
nized the distinction between primary 
Intent ~nd objectives and the secondary 
intent present in every strike to limit or 
restrict production. If it is enough to 
look to the secondary intent to stop pro
duction then, as the Supreme Court has 
consistently pointed out, every strike 
would be illegal. But since the provision 
of the amendment here is to make a 
strike illegal "one of the purposes" of 
which is to restrict production, then 
every strike automatically becomes il
legal. As Mr. Justice Stone, speaking for 
the Court in the Apex Hosiery case said: 

Concededly the purpose of the strikers and 
their principal objective was to compel peti
tioner to yield to their demands for a union 
shop, but it is a. matter of common knowl
edge and experience that the stoppage of a. 
large manufacturing plant, which the strik
ers did intend, whose product is distributed 
generally to consumers throughout the coun
try, would prevent its shipments in inter- _ 
state commerce. 

After discussing the various cases 
under the Sherman Act, Chief Justice 
Stone concluded: 

Underlying and implicit in all of them is 
recognition that the Sherman Act was not 
enacted to police interstate transportation, 
or to a1l'ord a remedy for wrongs, which are 
actionable under State law, and result from 
combinations and conspiracies which fall 
short, both in their purpose and effect, of 
any form of market control of a commodity, 

such as to monopolize the supply, control tts 
price, or discriminate between its would-be 
purchasers. These elements of restraint of 
trade are wholly lacking here. We only hold 
now, as we have previously held in both labor 
and nonlabor cases, that such restraints are 
not within the Shet.:man Act unless they are 
intended to have, or in fact have, the effect 
on the market on which the court relied to 
establish violation in the second Coronado 
case. 

If, without such effect on the market, we 
were to hold that a. local factory strike, stop
ping production and shipment of its product 
interstate, violates the Sherman law, prac
tically every strike in modern industry would 
be brought within the jurisdiction of the 
Federal courts, under the Sherman Act, ·to 
remedy local law violations. The act was 
plainly not intended to reach such a result, 
its language does not require it, and the 
course of our decision precludes it. 

Further, the Supreme Court in 1911 in 
the Standard Oil case developed the doc
trine that in order to show a violation of 
the Sherman Act ·it was necessary to 
show that there was an unreasonable re
straint upon interstate commerce. This 
test, too, would be abolished in the case · 
of labor organizations alone if the pend
ing measure were to become law. The 
language of this section would revive the 
case of Duplex v. Deering (254 U.S. 443) 
and the Bedford Cut Stone Case (274 U. 
S. 37>. In those cases workers attempted 
to protect their own living standards by 
refusing to work upon goods made by 
nonunion labor; the outcry against those 
cases was among other abuses responsi
ble for the passage of the Norris-La
Guardia Act. An examination of history 
and an accurate appraisal of the back
ground of public reaction in the labor 
field, should persuade us to avoid again 
facing the outcry which attended those 
unfortunate cases. 

This portion of the amendment is 
genuinely playing with tire. Its literal 
effect would be to make all strikes il
legal. It will be noted that the amend
ment, for instance, contains no clause 
protecting workers who strike because 
machinery is dangerous; it becomes il
legal to impose restrictions or condi
tions upon the purchase, sale, or use of 
any material, machines, or equipment. 
Hence any strike by workers against the 
use of dangerous machinery would sub
ject them to an immediate injunction, 
severe suits in the Federal courts, and 
imposition of treble damages under the 
Sherman Act. 

The language of this section is so 
broad, its possibilities so infinite, its im
pact upon well-settled doctrines so far
reaching, that I shall not make the effort 
to expand what seem to me to be its 
dangerous implications. I am confident 
that only years of litigation, turmoil, and 
strife could ever adequately explore its 
sinister possibilities. Suffice . it to say 
that of all the proposals which have 
been made on the floor of the Senate, 
this seems to be most clearly a provision 
which is not thought through, designed 

· to interfere with vast areas of legitimate 
union activity as well as with a small 
area of indefensible union practice. It 
is utterly clear on the face of the amend
ment that its effect must be in very 
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large measure to wipe out the Norris
LaGuardia Act, to rept al entirely the 
Clayton Act, and to put us well back to 
the state of the common law in England 
in the late 1700's, when any combination 
of workers was a conspiracy. The bill 
uses the language of "combination" and 
"conspiracy" and thereby wakes echoes 
of the common law now more than a 
century and a half forgotten. 

For reasons which escape me, section 
303 <a> <4> of the amendment changes 
the language of the committee bill which 
reads "for the purpose of forcing or re
quiring any employer to assign to mem
bers of a particular labor organization 
work tasks assigned by an employer to 
members of some other labor organiza
tion." The amendment omits the words 
"members of" where they appear for 
reasons which are entirely unclear to 
me. I suggest that the language in the 
committee print is clear and definite and 
thus should not be changed without some 
valid reason. 

I submit that on the basis of the ' de
cisions of Chief Justice Taft the Ball 
amendment will take us back to the 
situation which was brought out in the 
Coronado cases and the Herkert & 
Meisel case. In other words, the amend
ment seeks to move us back, in my 
judgment, a great many years in labor 
relations, back to the era of labor in
junctions and oppressive court action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes additional to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I close 
by repeating that the substitute amend
ment would also throw the question of 
labor relations once more back into the 
courts, with all the litigation which 
would fiow from it. If anyone thinks 
that that would bring labor harmony, 
he is not aware, in my judgment, of 
the lengths to which labor will go to 
see to it that not again will there be 
shackled upon the free workers of the 
United States all the abuses of the in
junctive process which would rise again 
either under the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
or that of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BALLl. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I can 
state very briefiy my reasons for op
posing the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. BALLJ. 

I am entirely in accord with his state
ment that there can be no defense for 
secondary boycotts and jurisdictional 
strikes; but this question arose in the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
I look upon it as a matter of procedure. 
We decided, after debating the question, 
that instead of opening these cases to 
direct attack by employers aggrieved, it 
was wiser to consider them as unfair 
labor practices, and put them under the 
National Labor Relations Board. I feel 
that as we have broadened the scope of 
the National Labor Relations Board and 

the scope of the Wagner Act to include 
unfair labor practices by labor organiza
tions as well as by employers, our logical 
procedure in dealing with these ques
tions is through the Board, placing the 
responsibility on the Board to deal with 
such cases, whether on the one side or 
the other. 

But beyond that, all through the dis
cussion before the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare I took the position
and never swerved from it--that we 
should not open up the Norris-LaGuar
dia Act to the use of injunctions by pri
vate employers or private individuals 
aggrieved. It is my judgment that the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act should be open 
only for injunctio'ns in behalf of the Gov
ernment, in the limited classes of cases 
provided in our blll. · 

As the Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEsJ so ably stated a few minutes ago, 
we would be making a very serious mis
take to open the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
beyond that point, and therefore l op
pose the suggestion in the Ball amend
ment that that be allowed to be done. 

We have taken care of the question of 
time. I admit that these cases may not 
be handled as quickly through the proce
dure of the National Labor Relations 
Board, but I think we should experiment 
with that procedure. If we find that it , 
does not work effectively enough, after 
trial and error, we can determine what is 
necessary to be done to cure the defect. I 
feel that we should try what we have 
sought to write into the bill as a complete 
revision of the Wagner Act, with unfair 
labor practices on both sides, and the 
primary responsibility with the National 
Labor Relations Board to protect both 
·parties. 

That is a brief statement of my posi
tion on this question. Let me add that I 
am entirely in favor of the so-called Taft 
substitute, whether it is offered as a sub
stitute or as a separate amendment, be
cause I see no reason why injured per
sons should not go into court to seek 
damages for wrongs in the event wrongs 
are done. My primary objection is to the 
use of the injunction in such cases. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I ask the Senator 

whether he knows of any reason, or prin
ciple, why a person who claims to have 
been injured by a jurisdictional strike 
or secondary boycott should not be per
mitted to go into court, employ his own 
lawyer, and control his own litigation, 
rather than have it sent to the National 
Labor Relations Board to determine 
whether his rights shall be presented to 
the court in an injunction proceeding. 

Mr. SMITH. It is only because I feel 
that we are experimenting with pro
cedure in these questions in an effort to 
improve the relations between manage
ment and labor, and not to raise new 
barriers through the feeling brought 
about by lawsuits. I do not believe that 
the way to deal with this problem in the 
first instance is by seeking injunctions. 
I believe that the problem should be han
dled by the Board, which is distinctly 
charged with the responsibility of being 

a judicial board to take care of problems 
on both sides of the controversy. I 
think we are justified in experimenting 
with that procedure before we go back 
to all the old legal remedies, including 
especially the injunctive remedy, which 
caused so much trouble in the early labor 
cases. 

I admit that secondary boycotts and 
jurisdictional strikes are indefensible; 
but questions will arise with respect to 
which discretion may be needed, and I 
believe that the Board can serve a 
very useful function, even in cases of 
secondary boycotts and jurisdictional 
strikes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator, not
withstanding the point of trial and error 
to which he referred, know of any reason 
on principle why a person who claims to 
suffer an irreparable injury should not 
be entitled to control his own litigation, 
conduct his own suit, and hire his own 
lawyer? 

Mr. SMITH. My only answer to the 
distinguished Senator is that in injunc
tive cases I am leaning over backward 
to try to improve the relations between 
labor and management. 

The PRESIDWG OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, yesterday I 
offered a substitute for the Ball amend
ment. It is mimeographed and on the 
desks of the Senators. I now withdraw 
the substitute. I find that under the 
circumstances Members on both sides of 
the proposition are liable to vote against 
the substitute in the first instance if it 
is offered as a substitute. If the Ball 
amendment fails of adoption, I shall offer 
my substitute as a separate and direct 
amendment to the bill. 

I now withdraw the substitute. When 
I offer it, I shall make one change. The 
word "person" in line 2 will be changed 
to read "labor organization," so that 
suits in secondary boycotts may be 
brought only against labor organizations 
and not against individuals, which might 
have been the effect, as stated by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. !VES]. 

My views on the subject of the Ball 
amendment are stated in the supple
mental views found on page 4 of the ma
jority report. I do not change those 
views. However, in the progress of the 
consideration of a bill the Senator in 
charge of it should judge the temper of 
the Senate and the action which should 
be taken. I found that opposition to 
restoring the injunctive process even in 
cases of secondary boycotts and juris
dictional strikes seemed to be so strong, 
and I am so anxious to retain provi
sions covering the right of direct action 
in suits brought for damages in cases of 
that kind, that I have determined that I 
shall vote against the Ball amendment 
and then offer the substitute, which pro
vides for direct suits in cases of second
ary boycott. I think that will be a pow
erful deterrent. While the injunctive 
process through the National Labor Re
lations Board is not so direct, it is an 
injunctive process of a kind; but without 
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the right to sue for · damages, there is 
no recourse for a man who is injured by 
a secondary boycott. I was appealed to 
last week while I was in Connecticut by 
a man who had lost $100,00(} because the 
sign-hangers union refused to hang his 
signs, arid they practically put him out 
of business completely. 

It seems to me that the right to sue · 
for damages is a very vital thing to re
tain. As I sense the sentiment of the 
Senate, I believe it is in favor of that, al
though perhaps not for the injunctive 
procedure. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from · 
Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Am I to understand 
that some of the Senators who the Sena
tor apprehends would vote against the 
Ball amendment would vote against the 
substitute amendment? 

Mr. TAFT. I have discussed the mat
ter with the Senator from New York 
[Mr. IvEsl within the last few days and 
have tried to reach a compromise of 
some kind, and having reached a com
promise I intend to act in accordance 
with it. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. The Senator stated 

that he bad not changed his views as set 
forth in the supplemental statement of 
certain Senators as set forth in the re
port. I ask the Senator. in order that . 
the record may show it, whether the 
statement to which he still adheres in
cludes the sentence set forth in the con
clusion on page 56 of the report, which 
I read: 

and even enables the National Labor Re
lations Board to obtain an immediate 
injunction while it is conducting a hear
ing on the issue. we· are led to believe . 
that the only question that now remains 
is whether we should add to these sane- . 
tions the suit for damages contemplated 
by the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Ohio, or the damage suit, injunc
tion, and antitrust prosecution con
tained in the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

I shall return presently to the ques
tion of whether all or any of these en
largements on the sanctions already con
tained in the bill are warranted or de
sirable; but I believe we must put first 
things first, and I therefore wish at this 
point to direct my remarks to the fact 
that, regardless of the sanctions em
ployed, the language of these amend
ments and of their counterpart in sec
tion a· (b) (4) of the bill strikes with- r 

out discrimination at legitimate efforts 
of labor unions to employ peaceful eco
nomic action in promoting their lawful 
interests. 

Let us look at the language in question. 
It would be unlawful for any labor 
organiZation "to engage in, or to induce 
or encourage the employees of any em
ployer to engage in, a strike or a con- . 
certed refusal to use, manufacture, proc
ess, transport, or otherwise handle or 
work on any goods, articles, materials, or . 
commodities or to perform any services 
in the course of their employment" if 
the objectiv~ of the strike, or refusal to 
handle,· was one of four objectives enu
merated. The first of these objectives, 
we are told, is the so-called secoQ.dary 
boycott. Let us examine this language. 
A strike or refusal to handle, or the 

We see no reason why any one o:r these encouraging of others to strike or to 
four amendment&- · refuse to handle, is made unlawful 1f it 

And I interpolate that the Ball amend- is conducted "for the purpose of forcing 
ment fs one of them- . · or requiring any employer or other per
should be regarded as punitive or restrictive - son to cease using, selling, handling, 
of the legitimate right& of labor unions. transporting or otherwise dealing in the 
They do not go beyond the general prln- products of any other producer, proces
ciples accepted in the committee bill, ·but sor, or manufacturer, or to cease doing 
they do fill up gaps which we feel are serious. business with any other person." 

Does the Senator still adhere to that Mr. President, I believe that all of my 
statement? colleagues on the committee, and all 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with everything others who have given serious thought 
that is stated in that report. As the Sen- to the problems of labor relations, will 
ator in charge of the bill I believe that agree that there are few issues that are 
the welfare of the entire bill will be bene- more complicated and more illusive than 
:fited by the compromise into which I those connected with secondary boy
have entered, so far as I myself am cotts. Here we have a term which is 
concerned. almost incapable of any precise defini-

The PRESIDING OFF'ICER. The time tion, but which is one of those very 
of the Senator from Ohio has expired. dangerous loaded phrases which can be 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I yield tossed around indiscriminately to stir 
10 minutes to the Senator from Montana. the emotions and cloud the brain. In 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, as support of the amendment of the Senator 
stated by the Senator from New Jersey from Minnesota we are told in the com
[Mr. SMITH], the amendment offered by mittee report that "there appears to be 
the Senator from Minnesota deals with virtually no disagreement as to the com
matters of procedure, with the problem plete injustice of secondary boycotts.'' 
of how the prohibition against certain I. for one, refuse to do my thinking on 
types of labor activity is to be enforced. the basis of loaded phrases and slogans. 
The amendment offered by the Senator If I am going to pass judgment on 
from Ohio also deals with a matter of secondary boycotts. I want to know what 
procedure. they are in concrete and understandable 

The bill as reported by the committee terms, in terms that have some meaning 
already outlaws the activities in question in the light of the economic realities 
by making them unfair labor practices, involved. 

And so I look once again to the lan
guage of this provision which fs designed 

. to outlaw this so-called secondary boy
cott, and I find, in substance, a prohibi
tion against any strike or any refusal to 
handle or any effort to encourage others 
to do likewise which is designed to per
suade one employer to cease dealing 
with another employer. 

At this point, Mr. President, the ques
tion we must, of course, ask ourselves is 
this: What is there about a strike or 
refusal to handle which has the objective · 
of persuading one employer not to deal 
with another that is evil, and as a re- · 
suit of which this practice must be 
banned In its entirety? Surely it can
not be the fact that in such conduct 
parties who are not directly concerned · 
in the labor dispute are adversely af
fected. At the outset of this debate the 
Senator from Ohio, and chairman of 
the Labor Committee. stated that in a 
free economy we must recognize free
dom to strike "in spite of the inconven
ience, and in some cases perhaps dan
ger. to the people of the United States 
which may result from the exercise of 
such right." There is no doubt that in 
an economy such as ours, in which spe
cialization and interdependence are the 
keynotes, virtually any strike of any sig
nificance adversely affects the interests 
of third parties, many of whom are 
wholly innocent, and frequently wholly 
incapable of infiuencing the settlement 
of the dispute. But we are willing to 
suffer such injustices because we realize, 
or at least enough of us realize, that in 
a free country the wage earner must be 
free to work or not to work. for whom 
he will, and that curtailing that freedom 
involves a greater injustice than permit- . 
ting it, and trusting to his sense of rea
sonableness, and to the controlling in
fluence of public opinion to curb its 
abuse. 

Certainly, therefore, the evil of the 
workers' striking· or refusing to handle 
in order to bring pressure upon some em
ployer to cease dealing with another 
cannot be said to lie in the fact that 
innocent third parties are affected, un
less we are willing to place a similar 
restriction on any strike which has a 
like effect. 

The fact fs, Mr. President, that there 
are justified and unjustified boycotts. 
just as there are justified and unjustified 
strikes. but the true test cannot be 
whether or not third parties are affected. 
The true test must be the objective 
sought to be accomplished. In the ban 
on strikes or refusals to handle with a 
view to persuading one employer to cease 
dealing with another we do not have any 
reference whatsoever to the underlying . 
objective of the economic action. The 
ban is placed indiscriminately on a par
ticular form of economic action regard
less of what the objective may be. 

Throughout this debate we have had 
our attention focused on boycotts used 
in furtherance of jurisdictional disputes; 
but it is well to remember that the labor 
boycott began as an effort by labor unions 
to protect hard-won union wage stand
ards and working conditions from the 
depressing influence of the sweat-shop 
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conditions in many nonunion busi
nesses. Many boycotts even today are 
purely defensive and are carried on for 
that purpose. As such they have a bene
ficial influence on society because they 
support better wages and better working 
and living conditions for everyone. 

Consider, for example, the facts in 
one of the early boycott cases, Duplex 
Printing Press Co. v. Deering <254 U. S. 
443) to which the Senator from Florida 
directed our attention several days ago. 
There were four manufacturers of print
ing presses; three of them operated a 
union shop, the fourth did not, and paid 
lower wa;ges and required longer hours. 
The three union manufacturers, unable 
to meet the competition of the nonunion 
producer, threatened to refuse to con
tinue the union shop unless the nonunion 
producer likewise adopted it. The union 
of printing press workers called upori 
workers installing, delivering, and re
pairing presses to refuse to handle the 
presses of the nonunion producer. 

Are we prepared to call such activity 
unjustified? Yet it would be clearly 
unlawful under the bill and amendment 
we are now considering. In the words 
of Mr. Justice Brandeis: 

When centralization in the control of 
business brought its corresponding centrali
zation in the organization of workingmen, 
new facts had to be appraised. A single em
ployer might, as in this case, threaten the 
standing of the whole organization and the 
standards of all of its members; and when 
he did so the union, in order to protect itself, 
would naturally refuse to work on his ma
terials wherever found. When such a situa
tion was first presented to the courts judges 
concluded that the intervention of the pur
chaser of the materials established an insu
lation through which the direct relationship 
of the employer and the workingmen did not 
penetrate; and the strike against the ma
terials was considered a strike against the 
purchaser by unaffected third parties 
• • • But other courts, with better ap
preciation of the facts of industry, recognized 
the unity of interest throughout the union, 
and that, in refusing to work on materials 
which threatened it, the union was only re
fusing to aid in destroying itself. 

This bill, and the amendments we are · 
now considering, would reverse the trend 
to which Mr. Brandeis referred. It 
would be unlawful for union labor in one 
craft to refuse to handle products made 
by nonunion labor even in the same or 
related craft. It would be unlawful for 
union labor to strike in order to compel 
their employer to cease dealing with a 
nonunion employer. It would be unlaw
ful for the union workers to refuse to 
work next to nonunion workers of an
other employer engaged in a common 
project. In each of these situations the 
efforts of the unionized workers are pri
marily directed at protecting their own 
organizations, and their wage and hour 
standards against the destructive com
petition of nonunion labor. 

I have said that the criterion with 
which to distinguish between justifiable 
and unjustifiable boycotts should be the 
objectives of the action. I have cited 
examples in which I believe the objec
tives are legitimate, but which would be 
struck down under . this bill and the 
amendments we are considering. I would 
be the last to condemn legislation s_pe-

cifically limited to boycotts used in 
furtherance of objectives which are not 
legitimate; and that was stated very spe
cifically in the minority views filed by 
the Senator from Utah, the Senator from 
Florida, and myself. We stated there, 
and we now state again, that we would 
support legislation to prevent boycotts 
when used to further jurisdictional strikes 
or to compel employers to violate the 
National Labor Relations Act, and I am 
certain that if thorough investigation 
by a commission or joint committee dis
closed that the boycott was being- used 
in any substantial fashion to further 
other objectives which are as clearly ille
gitimate, we would support extending the 
ban to cover those situations. But we 
cannot in good conscience support a 
measure which outlaws the secondary 
boycott without reference to the objec
tives pursued, and thereby attacks activ
ities which in the distilled wisdom of 
many of our courts and many outstand
ing authorities in the field of labor rela
. tions ha V'e come to be recognized as 
socially beneficial, morally just, and 
legally right. 

I have been endeavoring to demon
strate to the Senate that, entirely apart 
from the question of the nature of the 
sanctions imposed, the amendments now 
under consideration, and their counter
part in the unfair labor practice section 
of the bill, are, at least so far as the 
boycott situation is concerned, drafted 
without regard to valid distinctions be
tween wholly acceptable and wholly un
acceptable situations that may arise. I 
wish to say a word, however, with refer
ence to the extension of sanctions, which 
is the direct function of the two amend
ments. 

"" The suit for damages contemplated in 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Ohio is, I believe, open to attack, 
first of all, on the ground that it would 
further compound the difficulties which 
would be created by section 301 of the 
bill. For reasons which I believe are 
adequately set forth in pages 13 and 14 
of the minority views, it would be most 
unwise to depart from the present 
amount in controversy and diversity of 
citizenship jurisdictional requirements in 
our Federal courts. The dockets of these 
courts are already crowded beyond rea
son, and the institution of a new era of 
litigation involving boycotts and juris
dictional disputes would merely add to 
the existing difficulties. 

In a more fundamental sense, this 
amendment would introduce an element 
of gross inequality in the enforcement 
of the unfair labor practices. It would 
make available to employers a remedy
private suit in the Federal courts-which 
is nowhere available for employees who 
may be injured as a result of the com
mission of an unfair labor practice by 
employers-and this in a bill which, we 
are advised, is designed to equalize the 
position of employers and employees. 

The amendment introduced by the 
Senator from Minnesota gives rise to 
these same problems, plus many more. 
Much has already been said, and much 
more eould be said, about the grave dan
gers involved in restoring the use of the 
labor injunction. Mr. President, the in-

junction can be beneficial as the means 
of preventing unions from committing 
unlawful acts; but, as a device for forc
ing people to work, it is an insidious de
vice to deny to free Americans their con
stitutional rights against involuntary 
servitude. I do not believe that Senators 
want to make themselves parties to any 
action which would again commit the 
United States Government to a course 
of denying Americans their rights as 
freemen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Of the 6 
minutes remaining, 4 minutes are under 
the control of the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. BALL], and 2 minutes are under 
the control of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND]. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like particularly to call the atten
tion of the southern Senators to an edi
torial which · appeared in the Interna
tional Teamster, the official magazine of 
the International Brotherhood of Team
sters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen, and 
Helpers of America, in the June 1946 
issue. In the editorial, Mr. Tobin states 
that the cotton bloc in Congress has sup
plied the Republicans with sufficient 
votes to pass antilabor legislation, and 
therefore he calls upon the members of 
the international teamsters' union and 
all other organized labor to· boycott cot
ton production and thereby defeat the 
southern delegation in Congress; and ne 
states that because of the activities of 
southern Senators in behalf of labor leg
islation, legislation to curb his ruthless 
power, he urges a secondary boycott; by 
means of which the economy of the 
South would be destroyed and the Sena
tors from the South would be defeated. 

M-r. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the editorial printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

How TO CRACK THE COTTON BLOC 
The cotton bloc in Congress is responsible 

for most of our domestic troubles. It is com
posed of the reactionary southern Democrats 
who team up with the equally reactionary 
northern Republicans to destroy the living 
standards of the American people. 

Naturally the Republicans must bear the 
bulk of the blame because they are more 
numerous. But without the cotton Sena
tors, and Congressmen, they would be only 
a noisy, dangerous minority. 

The cotton bloc supplies the votes the Re
publicans need to kill legislation promoting 
full employment, higher wages, social secu
rity, and public health. 

It also supplies the votes the Republicans 
need to pass legislation restricting labor, re
moving price control, and reducing taxes for 
large corporations. Such legislation reduces 
living standards by reducing the purchasing 
power of the workers' wages. 

The cotton bloc is interested chiefly in 
higher prices for cotton, even though that 
means higher prices for shirts, dresses, un• 
derwear, socks, and other articles of wearing 
apparel. 

When Economic Stabilizer Chester Bowles 
restricted speculation in cotton, the southern 
Congressmen attacked him and the whole 
price-control program in retaliation. They 
are demanding inflation in cotton, even if it 
means infia tion in everyt~ing. 
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The public can go naked while warehouses 
bulge with cotton being hoarded for higher 
prices, for all the cotton bloc cares. 

The southerners in Congress, interested 
primarily in perpetuating the plantation 
slave economy of the South, think that the 
public is helpless. 

But it is not. It can strike back with 
devastating force. How? By simply boy
cotting cotton goods. 

You can buy rayon underwear; rayon, ny
lon, silk, or wool socks and shirts. You can 
reject articles made of cotton, even insisting 
on automobile tires made with rayon instead 
of cotton thread. Such tires wear longer and 
are safer. 

If the public becomes cotton-conscious and 
refuses to buy anyt hing made of cotton, the 
price of cotton will tumble and the power 
of the cotton bloc in Congress will be broken. 
Many of them may be defeated for reelec
tion because of the penalty their arrogance 
b::ought upon the South. 

Labor can do this job by mobilizing its . 
economic strength and diverting its buying 
power to cotton substitutes with which the 
market will soon be loaded. 

Patronize your friends, is the key to the 
success of the union label. And there is no 
union label on the cotton Congressmen. 
They are apostles of the open shop. 

You can beat them if you make the simple 
resolution and tell it to your friends: 

Don't buy cotton I 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President~ I ask unan
imous consent to have 'printed at this 
point in the RECORD a letter from Charles 
W. Holman, secretary of the National Co
operative Milk Produc&s Federation, 
and a telegram from Edward A. O'Neal, 
president of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, both of which state their 
conviction that both the pending bill and 
the Taft proposal, which now has been 
withdrawn, would be inadequate to pro
tect effectively farm producers against 
the secondary boycott and "hot cargo" 
tactics which have been used against 
them, and they urge support of the pend-
ing amendment. · 

There being no objection, the letter 
and telegram were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE NATIONAL COOPERATIVE 
MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 

washington, D. c., May 9, 1947. 
Hon. J. H. BALL, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BALL: The Taft substitute 
for the Ball antiboycott, antimonopoly 
amendment, offered yest erday, is thoroughly 
unsatisfactory. It will create great disap
pointment and cause resentment among the 
dairy and other farmers of your St ate. 

Elimination of subsection (d) of the Ball 
amendment dealing with labor unions com
prised jointly of wage workers and self-em
ployed persons such as country haulers and 
farmers and controlling the marketing and 
pricing of commodities is a severe blow to 
farmers who in many parts of the country 
are distressed and oppressed by these prac
tices. 

The House of Representatives passed a very 
adequate provision dealing with · secondary 
boycotts and monopolistic practices of labor 
unions. The Ball amendment meets this 
problem courageously; the Taft substitute 
dodges the issues. 

The Taft substitute should be defeated. 
The Ball amendment shoUld be passed. · 

Sincerely yours, · , . 
CHARLES W. HOLMAN, . 

Secretary. 

Han. JosEPH H. BALL, · 
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, 
Hon. FORREST C. DONNELL, 
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Hon. ROBERT A. TAFT, 

"MAy 9, 1947 •. · 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Substitute amendment offered by Senator 
TAFT is very inadequate to protect farmers 
against secondary boycotts, jurisdictional 
strikes, and monopolistic practices of labor 
unions, which have heavily penalized farmers 
and public generally. Farmers are expecting 
Congress to enact effective legislation to pro
tect them against these abuses, which vio
late basic rights of public. Substitute 
amendment contains no protection against 
monopolistic practices and its boycott pro
visions will be ineffective, especially with re
spect to perishable food commodities, unless 
parties are given right to secure court in
junction restraining boycotts which otherwise 
will cause losses of perishable food. Respect
fully urge that Senate protect farmers by 
approving Ball-Byrd-Donnell-George amend
ment. 

EDw. A. O'NEAL, 
Prestdent, American Farm 

Bureau Federation. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, it has been 
alle~ed that the amendment is a hastily 
considered o:;,· ill-considered piece of leg
islation. That is not so. A provision 
similar to this amendment was in the 
Case bill, which was passed by both 
Houses of Congress at the last session. 
It was in Senate bill 55, which was intro
duced in January; and it was considered 
fully in the committee. It was voted out 
of the bill, in the committee, by a vote 
of 7 to 6. 

Mr. President, the issue in connection 
with the pending amendment is very 
simple. The committee bill provides for 
injunctive relief against secondary boy
cotts and jurisdictional strikes, but it 
provides that the citizen who is injured 
whose rights are transgressed by a unio~ 
which has engaged in those racketeering 
practices, must first obtain the permis
sion of the regional attorney of the Na-' 
tional Labor Relations Board before he 
can go into court to protect his rights, 
and then only the attorney or the Board 
goes into court; the injured citizen does 
not control his own action. 

Mr. President, I think the American 
people in the l;tst election voted against 
that kind of bureaucratic authority over 
the rights of citizens; and I think any 
person who is injured by such racketeer
ing practices should have the right to go 
directly into court and obtain relief. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I heart
ily join the Senator from New York [Mr: 
IVES], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH), the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY], and the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] in the announce
ment that they are opposing the pending 
amendment because they feel that it goes 
too far. 

The amendment, 1f adopted, would ac
complish two . things: First, it provides 
that. citizens who allege injury may se-. 
sure injunctions against boycotts. Such 
a provision would be an amendment to 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act. The bill. 
itself provides that it shall be manda-

tory upori the regional . attorney or the 
regional representative of the National 
Labor Relations Board, if a complaint is 
filed with him, to seek an injunction. So, 
today. under the provisions of the bill 
it is mandatory for an agent of the 
Board to seek an injunction against a 
boycott. The Senator from. Minnesota 
by his amendment would extend that 
further, to allow that dangerous right to 
be exercised by a private citizen. 

The second point is that the amend
ment is designed, as the Senator from 
Minnesota pointed out, to overrule or 
correct, as he stated, the decision of the 
United States Supreme Court that the 
antitrust laws of the United States are 
not intended to be applied to labor 
unions. The Senator from Minnesota 
is trying to reverse or set aside that de
cision of the Supreme Court and to make 
the antitrust laws applicable to labor 
unions. I do not believe the Senate 
wishes to make those two radical depar
tures from either the present law or the 
present decisions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota has control of all 
the time remaining between now .and 1 
o'clock, which is approximately one min
ute and a half. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to make the parliamentary situa
tion clear. Am I correct in stating that 
the proposed substitute of the Senator 
froni Ohio has now been withdrawn, and 
that the vote at 1 o'cloclt will be on the 
Ball amendment as offered yesterday? 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The S.en
ator from Minnes&ta is entirely correct. 
Inasmuch as the Senator from Ohio has 
withdrawn his amendment in the na-· 
ture of a substitute, the question is on 
the amendment submitted by the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BALLL on be
half of himself and other Senators. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, a parlia-· 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-. 
ator will state it. 

Mr. REED, Is the so-called ·Ball 
amendment the, amendment which is 
printed .and on our desks this morning, 
and which was submitted yesterday by 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. DoN
NELL], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]? . 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. 
Mr. REED. That amendment as· 

printed and lying on our desks, id the· 
amendment upon which we are to vote · 
is it? ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

· . Mr. IVES. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. IVES. In order to make sure that 
I understand the Chair's statement; I 
should like to inquire if it is the under- .. 
standing of the Chair that if the amend
ment now pending, which has been of
fered by the Senator from Minnesota; 
[Mr. BALLl,is defeated, the Senator from 
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Ohio [Mr. TAFT] then will offer his sub
stitute amendment, or the one which he 
has called a substitute amendment, im
mediately following? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that if the Ball 
amendment is rejected, the Senator from 
Ohio or any other Senator can offer any 
amendment to the bill which he may de
sire to offer to it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I intend to 
offer the amendment as an amendment 
to the bill, if the Ball amendment is re
jected. It will not be necessary to offer. 
it otherwise, because in that event the 
bill will contain the provision. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 

Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kern 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 
Morse 

Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
Overton 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell , 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tydings 
Vmstead 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment submitted by the senior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] for 
himself, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DONNELL], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. MORSE and other Senators asked 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. -

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] is nec
essarily absent and is paired with 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY]. If present and voting. the 
Senator from Maine would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Wyoming, if pres
ent, would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] is necessarily absent be
cause of illness in ·his family. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNE~] are necessarily ab
sent. If present and voting they would 
vote "nay." 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], 

who is absent on public business, is 
paired on this vote with the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WHITE]. If present, 
the Senator from Wyoming would vote 
"na:v," and the' Senator from Maine 
wo,Jld vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 28, 
nays 62, as follows: 

YEA8-28 
Ball Gurney Robertson, Va. 
Bricker Hawkes Robertson, Wyo. 
Buck Hickenlooper Stewart 
Bushfield Kern Tydings 
Byrd McClellan Wherry 
Capper McKellar Wiley 
Cordon Martin Williams 
Donnell Moore Wilson 
Eastland O'Daniel 
George Reed 

_NAYs-62 
Aiken Hill Murray 
Baldwin Hoey Myers 
Barkley Holland O'Conor 
Brewster Ives Overton 
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Pepper 
Brooks Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Butler Kilgore Russell 
Cain Knnwla:p.d Saltonstall 
Chavez Langer Smith 
Connally Lodge Sparkman 
Cooper Lucas Taft 
Downey McCarran Taylor 
Dworshak MeCarthy Thomas, Okla. 
Ecton McFarland Thomas, Utah 
Ellender McGrath Thye ._ 
Ferguson McMahon Umstead 
Flanders Magnuson Vandenberg 
Fulbright Malone Wagner 
Green May bank Watkins 
Hatch M1llikin Young 
Hayden Morse · 

NOT VOTING-5 
Capehart O'Mahoney White 
Jenner Tobey 

So the amendment offered by· Mr. 
BALL on behalf of himself and other Sen
ators was rejected. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By l.lnanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRO

DUCED 

Bills and JOint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unan
imous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: . 

By Mr. BALDWIN: 
S. 1253. A bill to amend the Armed Forces 

Leave Act of 1946 so as to extend terminal 
leave benefits to the survivors of members 
of the armed forces who died while on ac
tive duty between September 8, 1939, and 
September 1, 1946, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 1254. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of the Joseph Conrad to the Marine Historical 
Association, of Mystic, Conn., for museum 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 1255. A bill to amend the Veterans' 

Preference Act of 1944 by requiring that vet
erans entitled to benefits thereunder have 
served honorably in the armed forces on full
time active duty with pay, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Civil Service. 

S. 1256. A bill for the relief of Andrew 
Math ewes; 

s. 1257. A bill for the relief of William 
Karundeng; ' and 

S. 1258. A bill for the relief of Johannes 
R. Andu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(Mr. LANGER also introduced Senate blll 
1259, relating to searches of the premises of 
persons arrested by officers and agents of the 

United States, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and appears un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WILSON (for himself, Mr. 
REED, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. WHERRY, 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. 
BUSHFIELD, Mr. CAPPER, Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. YOUNG, Mr. BALL, Mr. THYE, Mr. 
McCARTHY, Mr. EcTON, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado) : 

S. 1260. A bill to provide for the settlement 
and payment to certain motor carriers of 
claims against the United States for damages 
resulting from Federal possession, control, 
and operation in time of war of the carriers' 
transportation systems and properties; to 
provide for just compensation to such car
riers for the use of such transportation sys
tems and properties during such possession, 
control, and operation; and for other pur
pose·s; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(Mr. McGRATH introduced Senate bill 
1261, to provide emergency relief for Amer
ican citizens captured on American sover
eign territory by the armed forces of Japan, 
and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and ap
pears under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CORDON: 
S. 1262. A bJll t0 provide a central au

thority for standardizing geographic names, 
for the purpos·e of eliminating duplication 
in standardizing such names among the Fed
eral Departments, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Lands; 

(Mr. VANDENBERG (for himself, Mr. 
BARKLEY, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. BALL, Mr. FERGUSON, 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. JOHNSTON of South 
Carolina, Mr. LANGER, Mr. MCCARTHY, Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. THOMAS of Utah, Mr. ·THYE, Mr. 
TOBEY, Mr. WILEY, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. 
YouNG) introduced Senate Joint Resolution 
111, approving the agreement between the 
United States and Canada relating to the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin with the 
exception of certain provisions thereof; c:
pressing the sense of the Congresr. with re
spect to the nP.gotiation of certain treaties; 
providing for making the St. Lawrence sea
way self-liquidating; and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and appears under a sep
arate heading.) 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
S. J. Res.ll2. Joint resolution to establish 

a commission to formulate plans for the 
erection, in Grant Park, Chicago, Ill., of a 
Marine Corps memorial; a"J.d 

S. J. Res. 113. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of a 
memorial to the Marine Corps dead of all 
wars; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. LANOER: 
S. J. Res. 114. Joint resolution creating a 

joint committee to formulate plans for with
drawal of Federal restrictions over Indians 
in the State of California; to the Committee 
on Public Lands. 

THE RIGHT OF FREEDOM FROM SEARCH 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill relating to 
searches of the premises of persons ar
rested by officers and agents of the 
United States. I request that the bill 
be printed in full in the body of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill <S. 
1259) relating to searches of the premises 
of persons arrested by officers and agents 
of the United States, introduced by Mr. 
LANGER, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
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the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed 
in the REcORD, as follows: · 

Be it enacted., etc., That (a) no otlicer or' 
agent of the United States having authority 
to arrest a person charged with a crime or 
offense against the laws of the United States 
shall, by reason of such authority, have any 
right to search the dwelling, place of busi
ness, or other premises of such person. 

(b) Nothing contained in subsection (a) 
shall prohibit the seizure by such otlicer or. 
agent of an] property found (1) within the 
dwelling, place of business, or other premises 
of such person, and (2) within plain view 
of such officer or agent at the time and 
place of such arrest or while going to or 
coming from such place, if SlJCh officer or 
agent has reasonable grounds to believe (A): 
that the property so seized was stolen or 
embezzled in violation of any law of the 
United States or was used as the means of 
committing the crime for which such arrest 
is made, or (B) that custody or possession 
thereof is unlawfu.l under any law of the 
United states; or prohibit the search by ary 
such officer or agent of any individual law-: 
fully arrested or the seizure of any property 
found on the person· of such individual. 

SEC. 2. No evidence obtained by any officer 
or agent of the United States in violation of 
the provisions of this act shall be admis
sible in any criminal prosecution in a court 
of the United States. · 

SEC. 3. Any officer or agent of the United 
States who makes a search in violation of 
the provisions of this act shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor and shall be punished by 
a fine of not to exceed $1,000 or by imprison
ment for not to exceed 1 year, or by both 
such fine and imprisonment. 

SEc. 4. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be construed to supersede or modify any 
law of the United States relating to the issu
ance or execution of search warrants or to 
affect in any way the admissibility of evi
dence obtained pursuant to any search 
warrant. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in con
nection with the bill just introduced by 
me, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial which 
appeared in yesterday's Washington 
News. The editorial is entitled "Right of 
Freedom From Search,'' and I wish to 
read the first paragraph of it: 

The right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects against 
unreasonable searches and seizures shall not 
be violated, and no warrants shall issue, but 
upon probable cause, supported by oath or 
affirmation, and particularly describing the 
place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 

Mr. President, that is the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

I wish to have the editorial printed in 
full, and to have printed following it the 
dissenting opinio~ of Mr. Justice Frank
furter, of the Supreme Cpurt of the 
United States, which was handed down 
on May 5, 1947. 

There being no objeGtion, the editorial 
and dissenting opinion were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

RIGHT OF FREEDOM FROM SEARCH 

"The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers, and effects 
against unreasonable searches and seizures 
shall not be violated, and no warrants shall 
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
oath or affirmation, and particularly describ
ing the place to be searched and the persons 
or things to be seized." (Fourth amendment 
to the Constitution.) 

The Supreme Court, to our way ·of think
ing, stuck its foot through that particular
part of the Bill d'f Rights in its Harris case 
decision this week. It was another of those 
5-to-4 d·ivisions, concerning which there prob
ably will be much hell to pay until the High 
Court reverses itself. · 

Harris, a small-bore crook in Oklahoma 
City, was arrested on# a charge of trying to 
defraud an oil company by a check forgery. 
FBI agents had an arrest warrant, but no 
search warrant. Nevertheless, they took 
custody of the man in his apartment and 
proceeded to search the premises. For 5 hours 
they ransacked the place. They were looking 
for a couple of canceled checks for evidence. 

They didn't find what they sought, but 
they did find in the bottom of a dresser 
drawer an envelope containing a number of 
draft cards and registration forms, possession 
of which is illegal under the Selective Service 
Act. It was for this latter crime that Harris 
was tried, convicted, and sentenced. The 
case was carried to the Supreme Court cin the 
question of whether the fourth amendment 
had been violated. 

Chief Justice Vinson, for the majority, 
ruled: that the search· was not "unreasonable," 
since it was confined to the premises where 
the arrest occurred. And that the evidence 
was valid, since it was discovered in the 
course of that search, although it related to 
a crime at the time unsuspected by the ar
resting officers. 
· The four minority Justices denounced that 

end-justifies:-the-means line of reasoning
and we think what they said makes sense. 
We haven't space here to repeat their elo-
quent and vehement language. . 

The gist of their dissents was that the 
arresting officers, if they had good reason 
to believe incriminating evidence was hidden 
in the man's apartment, could have gone 
before a judge and obtained a se'Rrch warrant 
"particularly describing the place· to be 
searched, and • • • things to be seized." 
Not circumscribed by such due process, any 
arresting officer might feel free to ransack 
from cellar to garret -any home, or to rifle 
all the desks and safes and files of any otlice, 
wherever an arrest is made-even though the 
arrest be for a misdemeanor. And the ar
resting officer would be largely free to choose 
the premises to be searched, among all the 
places where · the accused person might be 
found. 

As . an old pollee reporter, we see readily 
that this would make it pretty easy for a poli
tically run police department to arrest one 
of the mayor's opponents on a minor charge, 
then go through his effects to try to pin 
something on him. 

If that should happen to a respectable 
citizen, instead of a penny-ante criminal like 
Harris, we are sure that the majority Jus
tices-Vinson, Burton, Reed,_ Black, and 
Douglas-would hold the search "unreason
able." But before any such other test case 
reaches them, much damage is likely to be 
done. 

The minority Justices-Jackson, Rutledge, 
Murphy, and Frankfurter-probably don't 
love the Fourth Amendment Act more than 
the majority does. But they seem to have a 
better understanding of how cops act on a 
raid. 

The most moderate of the dissents was 
that of Mr. Justice Jackson, from which we 
quote: 

"In view of the long history of abuse of 
search and seizure which led to the fourth 
amendment,- I do not think it was intended 
to leave open an easy way to circumvent the 
protection it extended to the privacy of in
dividual life. In view of the readiness of 
zealots- to ride roughshod over claims of 
privacy for any ends that impress them as 
socially desirable, we should not make in
roads on the rights protected by this 
amendment • • 

"Of course, this, like each of our con
stitutional guaranties, often may afford a 
shelter for criminals. But the forefathers 
thought this was not too great a price to 
pay for that decent privacy of home, papers, 
and effects which is lndi3pensable to indi
vidual dignity and self-respect. They may 
have overvalued privacy, but I am not dis
posed to set their comman~s at naught." 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES-NO. 
34-0CTOBER TERM, 1946.-GEORGE HARRIS, 
PETITIONER V. THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 

MAY 5, 1947--QN WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE 
UNITED STATES CmCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR 
THE TENTH CmCulT 

(Mr. Justice Frankfurter, with whom Mr. 
Justice Murphy and Mr. Justice Rutledge 
concur, dissenting.) 

Because I deem the implications of the 
Court's decision to have serious threats to 
basic liberties, I consider it important to 
underscore my concern over the outcome of 
this case. In Davis v. United. States (328 
U. S. 582) the Court narrowed the protection 
of the Fourth Amendment 1 by extending the 
conception of "publ1c records" for purposes 
of search without warrant.2 The Court now 
goes far beyond prior decisions in another 
direction-it permits rummaging throughout 
a house without a search warrant on the 
ostensible ground of looking for the instru
ments of a crime for which an arrest, but 
only an arrest, has been authorized. If only 
the fate of the Davises and the Harrises were 
involved, one might be brutally indifferent 
to the ways by which they get their deserts. 
But it is precisely because the appeal to 
the Fourth Amendment is so often made 
by dubious characters that its infringements 
call for alert and strenuous res~stance. 
Freedom of speech, of the press, of religion, 
easily summon powerful support against en
croachment. The prohibition against un
reasonable search and seizure is normally 
invoked by those accused of crime, and crim
inals have few friends. The implications 
of such encroachment, however, reach far 
beyond the thief or the black-marketeer. I 
cannot give legal sanction to what was done 
in this case without accepting the implica
tions of such a decision for the future, im
plications which portend serious 1;hreats 
against precious aEpects of our traditional 
freedom. 

If I begin w_ith some general observations, 
It is not because I am unmindful of Mr. Jus
tice Holmes' caution that "General proposi
tions do not decide concrete cases." Lochner 
v. New York (198 U. S. 45, 76). Whether they 
do or not often depends on the strength of 
the conviction with which such "general 
propositions" are held. A principle may be 
accepted "in principle," but the impact of an 
immediate situation may lead to deviation 
from the principle. Or, while accepted "in 
principle," a competing principle may seem 

1 "The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures, 
shall not be violated, and no warrants shall 
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
oath or affirmation, and particularly describ
ing the place to be searched, and the per
sons or things to be seized." 

2 While this cas.e presents a· situation not 
Involved in the Davis case, or in Zap v. United 
States (328 U. S. 624) so that the Court's 
conclusion cannot rest on those cases, it is 
appropriate to note that neither of those 
cases carries the authority of a majority of 
the Court. Aside from the tact that a con
stitutional adjudication of recent vintage 
and by a divided Court may always be re
considered, I am loath to believe that these 
decisions by less than a majority of the 
Court are the last word on issues of such 
far-reaching importance to constitutional 
liberties. 
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more important. Both these considerations 
have doubtless infiuenced the application of 
the search and seizure provisions of the Bill 
of Rights. Thus, one's views regarding cir
cumstances like those here presented ulti
mate!~· depend upon one's understanding of 
the history and the function of the fourth 
amendment. A decision may turn on 
whether one gives that amendment a place 
second to none in the Bill of Rights, or con
siders it on the whole a kind of nuisance, a 
serious impediment in the war against crime. 

The provenance of the fourth amendment 
bears on its scope. It will be recalled that 
James Otis made his epochal argument 
against general warrants in 1761.9 Otis' de
fense. of privacy was enshrined in the Massa
chusetts Constitution of 1780 in the follow
ing terms: 

"XIV. Every subject has a right to be se
cure from all unreasonable searches and seiz
ures of his person, his hou~es, his papers, 
and all his possessions. All warrants, there
fore, are contrary to this right if the cause 
or foundation of them be not previously sup
ported by oath or affirmation, and if the 
order in the warrant to a civil officer to make 
search in suspected places, or to arrest one 
or more suspected persons, or to seize their 
property be not accompanied with a special 
designation of the persons or obje-cts of 
search, arrest, or seizure; and no warrant 
ought to be issued but in cases and with the 
formalities prescribed by the laws." 

In the meantime Virginia, in her first con
stitution (1776), incorporated a provision on 
the subject narrower in scope: 

"SEc. 10. That general warrants, whereby 
an officer or messenger may be commanded 
to search suspected places without evidence 
of a fact committed, or to seize any person 
or persons not named, or whose offence is 
not particularly described and supported by 
evidence, are grievous and oppressive, and 
ought not to be granted." ' 

When Madison came to deal with safe
guards against searches and seizures in the 
United States Constitution he did not draw 
on the Virginia model but based his proposal 
on the Massachusetts form. This is clear 
proof that Congress meant to give wide, and 
not limited, scope to this protection against 
police intrusion. 

Historically we are dealing with a provision 
of the Constitution which sought to guard 
against an abuse that more than any one 
single factor gave rise to American independ
ence. John Adams surely is a competent wit
ness on the causes of the American Revolu
tion. And he it was who said of Otis' argu
ment against search by the police, not unlike 
the one befbre us, "American independence 
was then and there born" ( 10 Adams, Works, 
247). That which lay behind immunity from 
police intrusion without a search warrant 

3 For reports of Otis' famous argument, see 
2 Adams' Works, pp. 523-525; Tudor, Life of 
James Otis, ch. VI; Quincy's Massachusetts 
Reports, pp. 471 et seq. (see also pp. 51-55); 
American History Leaflets, No. 33. And see 
the tribute of John Adams to Otis, Samuel 
Adams, and Hancock in 8 Old South Leafiets, 
p. 57 (No. 179). "The seizure of the papers 
of Algernon Sidney, which were made use of 
as the means of convicting him of treason, 
and of those of Wilkes about the time that 
the controversy between Great Britain and 
the American Colonies was assuming threat
ening proportions, was probably the ·im
mediate occasion for this constitutional pro
vision. See Leach v. Money (Burr, 1742; s. C., 
1 W. Bl. 555, 19 State Trials 1001) , and 
Broom, Constitutional Law, 525; Entick v. 
Carri ngton (2 Wils. 275; S. C., 19 State Trials 
1030), and Broom, Constitutional Law, 558; 
May, Constitutional History, ch. 10; Trial of 
Algernon Sidney (9 State Trials 817) .'' 
Cooley, Principles of Constitutional Law 
(1st ed.) 212 note 2. · 

was expressed by Mr. Justice Brandeis when 
he said that the makers of our Constitution 
"conferred, as against the Government, the 
right to be let alone-the most comprehen
sive of rights and the right most valued by 
civilized men. To protect that right every 
unjustifiable intrusion by the Government 
upon the privacy of the individual, whatever 
the means employed, must be deemed a vio
lation of the fourt h amendment ." 

To be sure, that was said by him in a dis
senting opinion in which he, with Mr. Jus
tice Holmes, Mr. Justice Butler, and Mr. 
Justice Stone, applied the prohibition of the 
fourth amendment to wiretapping without 
statutory authority. Olmstead v. United 
States, 277 U. S. 438, 478. But with only an 
occasional deviation, a series of decisions of 
this Court has construed the fourth amend~ 
ment "liberally to safeguard the right of 
privacy." United States v. Lefkowitz, 285 
U. S. 452, 464. (See an analysis of the cases 
in the appendix to this opinion.) Thus, the 
Federal rule established in Weeks v. United 
States, 232 U. S. 383, as against the rule pre
vailing in many States, renders evidence ob
tained through an improper search inadmis
sible, no matter how relevant. See People v. 
Defore, 242 N.Y. 13, and Chafee, the Progress 
of the Law, 1919-22, 35 Harv. L. Rev. 673, 
694 et seq. And long before the Weeks ca'se, 
Boyd v. United States, 116 U. S. 616, gave 
legal effect to the broad historic policy un
derlying the fourth amendment.• The Boyd 
opinion has been the guide to the interpre
tation of the fourth amendment to which the 
Court has most frequently recurred. 

It is significant that the constitution of 
every State contains a clause like that of the 
fourth amendment and ·often· in its precise 
wording. Nor are these constitutional pro
visions historic survivals. New York was 
alone in not having a safeguard against un
reasonable search and seizure in its consti
tution. In that State the privilege of pri
vacy was safeguarded by a statute. It tells 
volumes that in 1938, New York, not content 
with statutory protection, put the safeguard 
into its constitution.~ If one thing on this 

4 Compare the answers to certified ques
tions by this Court in Gouled v. United States 
(255 U. S. 298), with the forecast made by a 
student of the subject of known partiality in 
favor of civil liberties. Fraenkel, Concerning 
Searches and Seizures, 34 Harv. L. Rev. 361. 
385-387. As pointed out by Prof. Zechariah 
Chafee, Jr., in each instance where the 
Gouled case differs from Mr. Fraenkel's fore
cast, "the court gave increased force to the 
constitutional guarantee." Chafee, The 
Progress of the Law, 1919-22, 35 Harv. L. Rev. 
673, 699. 

D It is not · without i-nterest to note the 
first appearance of provisions dealing with 
search and seizure in State constitutions: 
Alabama, I, 9 (1819); Arizona, II, 8 (1911); 
Arkansas, II, 9 (1836); California, I, 19 
(1849); Colorado, II, 7 (1876); Connecticut, 
I, 8 (1818); Delaware, I, 6 (1792); Florida, 
I, 7 ( 1'8-38); Georgia, I, 18 ( 1865); Idaho, I, 17 
( 1889) ; Dlinois, VIII, 7 ( 1818) ; . Indiana, I, 8 
(1816); Iowa, I, 8 (1846); Kansas, I, 14 (1855); 
Kentucky, XII, 9 (1792); Louisiana, VII, art. 
108 (1864); Maine, I, 5 (1819); Maryland, 
Declaration of Rights, XXIII (1776); Massa
chusetts, I, art. XIV (1780); Michigan, I, 8 
( 1835) ; Minnesota, I, 10 ( 1857) ; Mississippi, 
I, 9 (1817); Missouri, XIII, 13 (1820); Mon
tana, III, 7 (1889); Nebraska, I, 7 (1875); 
Nevada, I, 18 (1864); New Hampshire, I, XIX 
(1784); New Jersey, I, 6 (1844); New Mexico, 
II, 10 (1910); North Carolina, Declaration of 
Rights, XI ( 1776) ; North Dakota, I, 18 ( 1889); 
Ohio, VIII, 5 (1802); Oklahoma, II, 30, (1907); 
Oregon, I, 9 (1857); Pennsylvania, Declara
tion of Rights, X (1776); Rhode Island, I, 6 
(1842); South Carolina, I, 22 (1868); South 
Dakota, VI, 11 (1889): Tennessee, XI, 7 

subject can be said with confidence, it is that 
the protection afforded by the fourth amend
ment against search and seizure by the po
lice, except under the closest judicial safe
guards, is not an outworn bit of eighteenth 
century romantic rationalism, but an indis
pensable need for a democratic society. 

The fourth amendment we have seen de
rives from the similar provision in the first 
Massachusetts Constitution. We may there
fore look to the construction which the early 
Massachusetts court placed upon the pro
genitor of the fourth amendment: 

"With the fresh recollection of those stir
ring discussions (respecting writs of assist
ance), and of the revolution which followed 
them, the article in the Bill of Rights, re
specting searches anc'l seizures, was f.ramed· 
and adopted. This article does not prohibit 
all searches and seizures of a man's person, 
his papers, and possessions, but such only as 
are •unreasonable,' and the foundation of 
which is 'not previously supported by oath 
or affirmation.' The legislature were not de
prived of the power t o authorize search war
rants for probable causes, supported by oath 

.or affirmation, and for the punishment or 
suppression of any violation of law" (Com
monwealth v. Dana (2 Met. (Mass.) 329, 336)). 

The plain import of this is that searches 
are "unreasonable" unless authorized by a 
warrant, and a warrant hedged about by ade
quate safeguards. "Unreasonable" is not to 
be determined with reference to a particular 
search and seizure considered in isolation. 
The "reason" by which search and seizure 
is to be tested is the "reason" that was writ
ten out of historic experience into the fourth 
amendment. This means that, with minor 
and severely confined exceptions, inferen
tially a part of the amendment, every search 
and seizure is unreasonable when made with
out a magistrate's authority expressed 
through a validly issued warrant. 

It is noteworthy that Congress has con
ststently and carefully respected the privacy 
protected by the fourth amendment. Be
cause they realized that the dangers of police 
abuse were persisting dangers, the fathers 
put the fourth amendment into the Consti
tution. Because these dangers are inherent 
in the temptations and the tendencies of the 
police, Congress has always been chary in 
allowing the use of search warrants. When 
it has authorized them it has circumscribed 
their use with particularity. In scores upon 
score of acts, Congress authorized search by 
warrant only for particular situations and in 
extremely restricted ways. Despite repeated 
importunities by Attorneys General of the 
United States, Congress long refused to make 
search by warrant generally available · as a 
resource in aid of criminal prosecution. It 
did not do so until the First World War, and 
even then it did not do so except under con
ditions carefully circumscribed. 

The whole history of legislation dealing 
with search and seizure shows how warily 
Congress has walked precisely because of the 
fourth amendment. A search of the entire 
premises for instruments of crime merely as 
an incident to a warrant of arrest has never 
been authorized by Congress. Nor has Con.: 
gress ever authorized such search wit hout a 
warrant even for stolen or contraband goods. 
On the contrary, it is precisely for the search 
of such goods that specific legislative au
thorization was given by Congress. Warrants 
even for such search required great particu
larity and could be issued only on adequate 
grounds. (For a table of congressional legis
lation, with indication as to its scope, see 

(1796); Texas, Declaration of Rights, 5 
(1836), I, 7 ( 1845) ; Utah, I, 14 ( 1895); Ver
mont, I, XI ( 1777) ; Virginia, Bill of Rights, 
10 (1776); Washington, I, 7 (1889); West 
Virginia, II, 3 (1861-63); Wisconsin, I, 11 
(1848); Wyoming, I, 4 (1889). 
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the appendix to the dissenting opinion 1n 
the Davis case, 328 u. s ·. at 1!16.) 

This is the historic background against 
which the undisputed facts of this case must 
be projected. For me, the background is re
spect for that provision of the Bill of Rights 
which is central to enjoyment of the other 
guarantees of the Blll of Rights. How can 
there be freedom of thought or freedom of 
speech or freedom of reUgion 1! the pollee 
can, 'without warrant, search your house _and 
mine from garret to cellar merely because 
they are executing a warrant of arrest? How 
can men feel free if all their papers may be 
searched, as an incident to the arrest of 
someone in the house, on the chance that 
something may turn up, or, rather, be turt;1ed 
up? Y-esterday the justifying document was 
an illicit ration book, tomorrow it may be 
some suspect piece of literature. 

The court's reasoning, as I understand it, 
may be briefly stated. The entry into Harris' 
apartment was lawful because the agents had 
a warrant of arrest. The ensuing search was 
lawful because, as an incident of a lawful 
arrest, the pollee may search the premises on 
which the arrest took place, since every- . 
thing in the apartment was in the "posses
sion" of the accused and subject to his con
trol. It was lawful, therefore, for the agents 
to rummage the apartment in search for 
"instruments of the crime." Since the search 
was lawful, anything llliclt discovered in the 
course of the search was lawfully seized. 
In any event, the seizure was lawful because 
the documents found were property or· the 
United States, and their possession was a 
continuing crime against the United States. 

Much is made of the fact that the entry 
into the house was lawful. But we are not 
confined to J.s,sues of trespass. The protec
tion of the fourth amendment extends to im
proper searches !lnd seizures, quite apart 
from the legality of an entry. The amend
ment asserts the "right of the people to be 
secure" not only "in their persons, houses," 
but also in their "papers, and effects, against 
unreasonable searches and seizures." It is 
also assumed that because the search was 
allegedly for instruments of the crime for 
which Harris was arrested it was ipso facto 
justified as an incident of the arrest. 

It would hardly be suggested that such 
a search could be made without warrant 1f 
Harris had been arrested on the street. How, 
then, ls rummaging a man's closets and 
drawers more incidental to the arrest be
case the police chose to arrest him at home? 
For some purposes, to be sure, a man's house 
and its contents are. deemed to be in his 
"possession" or "control" even when he is 
miles away. Because this is a mode of legal 
reasoning relevant to disputes over prop
erty, the usual phrase for such nonphysical 
control is "constructive possession." But 
this mode of thought and these concepts are 
irrelevant to the application of the fourth 
amendment and hostile to respect for the 
liberties which it protects. Due regard for 
the policy of the fourth amendment pre
cludes indulgence in the :fiction that the 
recesses of a man's house are like the pockets 
of the clothes he wears at the time of his 
arrest. 

To :find authority for ransacking a home 
merely from authority for the arrest of a 
person ls to give a novel and ominous ren
dering to a momentous chapter in the history 
of Anglo-American freedom. An English
man's home, though a hovel, is his castle, 
precisely because the law secures freedom 
from fear of intrusion by the police except 
under carefully safeguarded authorization by 
a magistrate. To derive from the common 
law right to search the person as an incident 
of his arrest the right of indiscriminate 
search of all his belongings, is to .disregard 
the fact that the Constitution protects both 
unauthorized arrest and unauthorized search. 

Authority to arrest does not dispense with 
the requirement of authority to search. 

But even if the search was reasonable, it 
does not follow that the seizure was lawful. 
If the agents had obtained a warrant to look 
for the cancelled checks they would not be 
entitled to seize other items discovered in 
the process Marron v. United States (275 
U. S. 192, 196) .8 Har.ris would have been able 
to reclaim them by motion to suppress evi
dence. Such is the pollcy of the fourth 
amendment, recognized by Congress and re
formulated in the New Rules of Criminal Pro
cedure adopted only last year. (See rule 41 
(e) superseding the act of June 15, 1917, 40 
Stat. 228, 229.) The Court's decision achieves 
the novel and startling result of making the 
scope of search without warrant broader than 
an authorized search. 

These principles are well established. 
While a few of the lower courts have un
critically and unwarrantedly extended the 
very limited search without warrant of a 
person upon his law~ul arrest, such exten
sion is hostile to the policy of tl'le amend
ment and is not warranted by the precedents 
of this Court. 

"It is important to keep clear the distinc
tion between prohibited searches on the one 
hand and improper seizures on the other. 
See Mr. Justice Mlller, in Boyd v, United 
States (116 U. s. 616, 638, 641). Thus, it is 
unconstitutional to seize a person's private 
papers, though the search in which they were 
recovered was perfectly proper. E. g., Gouled 
v. United States (255 U. S. 298). It is un
constitutional to make an improper search 
even for articles that are appropriately sub
ject to seizure, e. g., Amos v. United Stutes 
(255 U. S. 313); Byars v. United States (273 
U. S. 28); Taylor v. United States (286 U. S. 
1). And a search may be improper because 
of the object it seeks to uncover, e. g., Weeks 
v. United States (232 U. S. 383, 393-394). or 
because its scope extends beyond the con
stitutional bounds, e. g., Agnello v: United 
States (269 U. S. 20). 

"The course :>f decisions here has observed 
these important distinctions. The Court 
has not been indulgent toward inroads upon 
the amendment. Only rarely have its dicta 
appeared to give undue scope to the right 
of search on arrest, and Marron v. United 
States, supra (275 U. S. 192), is the only 
decision in which the dicta were· reflected in 
the result. That case has been a source of 
confusion to the lower courts. Thus, the 
circuit court of appeals for the ~econd circuit 
felt that the Marron case required it to give 
a more restricted view to the prohibitions of 
the fourth amendment than that court had 
expounded in United States v. Kirechenblatt 
(16 F. 2d 202). see Go-Bart Co. v. United 
States, sub nom., United States v. Gowen 
( 40 F. 2d 593), only to find itself reversed 
here, Go-Bart Co. v. United States, supra 
(282 U. s. 344), partly on the authority of 
the Kirschenblatt decision which, after the 
Marron case, it thought it must disown. 
The uncritical application of the right of 
search on arrest in the Marron case has 
surely been displaced by Go-Bart Co. v. 
United States, supra, and even more dras
tically by United States v. Lefkowitz, supra 
(285 U. s. 452), unless one ls to infer that an 
earlier case qualifies later decisions although 
these later decisions have explicitly confined 
the earlier case." Davis v. united States 
(328 u. s. at 612-613) (dissenting opinion). 

It is urged that even if the search was 
not justified, once it was made and the lllicit 

a "The requirement that warrants shall 
particularly describe the things to be seized 
makes general searches under th-::m impos
sible and prevents the seizul"e of one thing 
under a warrant describing another. As to 
what is to be taken, nothing 18 left to the 
discretion of the ofticer executing the war
rant." 

documents discovered, they could be seized 
because their possession was a. "continuing 
offense" committed "in the very presence of 
the agents." Apparently, then, a search un
dertaken lilegally may retrospectively, by a 
legal figment, gain legality from what hap
pened 4 hours later. This is to defeat the 
prohibition against lawless search and 
seizure by the application of an inverted no
tion of trespass ab initio. Here an uncon
stitutional trespass ad initio retrospectively 
acquires legality. Thus, the decision :finds 
satisfaction of the constitutional require
ment by circular reasoning. Search requires 
authority; authority to search is gained by 
what may be found during search without 
authority. By this reasoning every 1llegal 
search and seizure may be validated if the 
police :find evidence of crime. The result 
can hardly be to discourage police violation 
of the constitutional protectipn. 

If the search is illegal when begun, as it 
clearly was in this case if past decisions mean 
anything, it cannot retrospectively gain 
legality. If the search was 1llegal, the result ... 
ing seizure in the course of the search is il
legal. It is no answer to say that possession 
of a document may itself be a crime. Thet:e 
is no suggestion here that the search was 
based on even a suspicion that Harris was 
in possession of lllicit documents. The 
search was justifled and is justified only in 
connection with the offense for which there 
was a war.:ant of arrest. But unless we are 
going to throw to the winds the latest 
unanimous decisions of t:t.is Court on the 
allowable range of search without warrant 
incidental to lawfUl arrest. Go-Bart v. 
United States (282 U. S. 344), an~ United 
States v. Lefkowitz, (285 U. S. 452), this was 
an unlawful search which rendered un
available as evidence everything seized in 
the course of it. That the agents might 
have obtained a warrant to make the search 
only emphasizes the illegality of their con
duct. In the· words of Mr. Justice Holmes, 
speaking for the Court, the precious consti
tutional rights "against unlawful search and 
seizure are to be protected even i:f the same 
result might have been achieved in a law
ful way." (Silverthorne Lumber Co. v. United 
States (251 U. S. 385, 392) .) Nor does the 
fact that the goods seized are contraband 
make valid an otherwise unlawful search and 
seizure. (Agnello v. United States, (269 U.S. 
20) .) Indeed it was for contraband goods 
that search warrants, carefully hedged 
about, were :first authorized by Congress. 

The only exceptions to the safeguard of a 
warrant issued by a magistrate are those 
which the common law recognized as in
herent limitations of the policy which. found 
expression in the fourth amendment--where 
circumstances preclude the obtaining of a 
warrant (as in the case of movable vehicles), 
and where the warrant for the arrest of a 
person carries with it authority to seize all 
that is on the person, or is in such open and 
immediate physical relation to him as to be, 
in a fair sense, a projection of his person. 
That is the teaching of both the Go-Bart and 
the Lefkowitz cases, which effectually re
tract whatever may have been 'the loose con
sideration of the problem in Marron v. 
United States (275 U. S. 192). Thus, the 
Go-Bart case emphasized that the things 
seized in the Marron case were "visible and 
accessible and in the offender's immediate 
custqdy" (282 U. S. 344, 358). By "immedi
ate custody" was not meant that :figurative 
possession which for some legal purposes 
puts one in "possession" of everything in a 
house. The sentence following that just 
quoted excludes precisely the kind of thing 
that was done here. "There was no threat 
of force or general search or rummaging of 
the place/ ' Ibid. 

In our case, five agents came to arrest 
Harris on a charge of violating the postal 
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laws and the National Stolen Property Act. 
Though the arrest was consummated in the 
living room, the agents were told to make 
a thorough search of the entire apartment. 
In the bedroom they lifted the carpets, 
stripped the bed linen, turned over the mat
tress. They combed the contents of the linen 
closet and even looked · into Harris' shoes. 
The selective service cards, the items whose 
seizure is here in controversy, were discov
ered only after agents tore open a sealed en
velope labeled "personal papers" which they 
had found under some clothes in a drawer 
of a small bureau in the bedroom. If there 
was no rummaging of the place in this case it 
would be diillcult to imagine what rum
maging of the place means. 

Again, in the Lefkowitz case, the Marron 
case was carefully defined and limited: 

"There, prohibition officers lawfully on the 
premises searching for liquor described in a 
search warrant arrested the bartender for 
crime openly being committed in their pres
ence. He was maintaining a nuisance in 
violation of the act. The offense ·involved 
the element of continuity, the purchase of 
liquor from time to time, its sale as a reg
ular thing for consumption upon the prem
ises, and other transactions including the 
keeping of accounts. The ledger and b1lls 
being in plain view were picked up by the 
ofticers as an incident of the arrest. No 
search for them was made" (285 U.S. at 465). 

Surely no comparable situation is now 
here. There was no search warrant, no crime 
was openly being committed in the pres
ence of the officers, the seized documents 
were not in plain view or picked up by the 
officers as an incident of the arrest. Here 
a thorough search was made, and made with
out warrant. 

To say that the Go-Bart and the Lefko
witz cases--both of them unanimous deci
sions of the Court-are authority for the 
conduct of the arresting agents in this case 
is to find that situations decisively different 
are the same. 

It greatly underrates the quality of the 
American people and of the civilized stand
ards to which they can be summoned to sug
gest that we must conduct our criminal jus
tice on a lower level than does England, and 
that our police must be given a head which 
British courts deny theirs. A striking and 
characteristic example of the solicitous care 
of English courts concerning the liberty of 
the ·subject may be found in the recent judg
ments in Christie v. Leachinsky. In that 
cas& the House of Lords unanimously ruled 
that if a policeman arrests without warrant, 
although entertaining a reasonable suspicion 
of felony which would justify arrest, but 
does not inform the person of the nature of 
the ch rge, the police are liable for false im
prisonment for such arrest. These judg
ments bear mightily upon the central prob
lem of this case, namely, the appropriate 
balancing, in the words of Lord Simonds, of 
"the liberty of the subject and the con
venience of the police" (Christie v. Leachin
sky ( [1947], 1 All E. R. 567, 576) )." 

'1 The extent to which such subordination 
of the police to law finds support in informed 
English opinion is reflected by the comments 
of the Solicitors' Journal. After noting that, 
in the view of Lord Simon, "Any other general 
rule would be contrary to our conception of 
individual liberty, though it might be tol
erated in the time of the Lettres de Cachet in 
the eighteenth century in France or under 
the Gestapo," the Journal observes: "The im
portance of the reaffirmation of this principle 
cannot be exaggerated. The powers of private 
persons to arrest where a felony has been 
committed and there is reasonable ground 
for thinking that the person detained has 
committed it are important now that crimes 
of violence are more numerous, and the stat-

The English attitude was· clearly evinced 
also in the famous Savidge case. "Both the 
original incident and its sequel illustrate the 
sensitiveness of English opinion to even a 
suggestion· of oppression by the police." 
(Fourth Reports of the National Commission 
on Law Observance and Enforcement (Law
lessness in Law Enforcement), p. 261.) For 
"the high standards of conduct exacted by 
Englishmen of the police" (id. at 259) see the 
debates in the House of Commons (220 Hans. 
Deb. (Commons), cols. 5 and 805 et seq. (July 
20, 1928) ) , and the Report of the Tribunal ·of 
Inquiry on the Savidge case (Cmd. 3147 
(1928)). There are those who say that we 
cannot have such high standards of criminal 
justice because the general standards of Eng
lish life insure greater obedience to law and 
better law enforcement. I reject this notion, 
and not the least because I think it is more 
accurate to say that the administration. of 
criminal justice is more effective in England 
because law enforcement is there pursued on 
a more civilized level. 

Of coune, this may mean that it might be 
more difficult to obtain evidence of an offense 
unexpectedly uncovered in a lawless search. 
It may even mean that some offenses may gp 
unwhipped of the law. _If so, that is part of 
the cost for the greater gains of the fourth 
amendment. The whole point about the 
fourth amendment is that "Its protection 
extends to offenders as well as to the law 
abiding," because of its important bearing 
in maintaining a free society .and avoiding 
the dangers of a police state (United States v. 
Lefkowitz, supra, at 464). But the impedi
ments of the fourth amendment to effective 
law enforcement are grossly exaggerated. 
The hindrances that are conjured up are 
counsels of despair which disregard the ex
perience of effective law enforcement in 
jurisdictions where the police are held to 
strict accountability and are forbidden con
duct like that here disclosed. 

Stooping to questionable methods neither 
enhances that respect for law which is the 
most potent element in law enforcement, 
nor, in the long run, do such methods pro
mote successful prosecution. In this coun
try police testimony is often rejected by juries 
precisely because of a widely entertained be-. 
lief that illegal -methods are used. to secure 
testimony. Thus, dubious police methods 
defeat the very ends of justice by which such 
methods are justified. No such cloud rests 
on police testimony in England. Respect 
for law by law officers promotes respect gen
erally, just as lawlessness by law officers sets 
a contagious and competitive example to 
others: · See IV Reports of the National Com
mission on Law Enforcement and Observance 
(Lawlessness in Law Enforcement) passim, 
especially pages 190-192. Moreover, by com
pelling police officers to abstain from im
proper methods for securing evidence, pres
sure is exerted upon them to bring the re
sources of intelligence and imagination into 
play in the detection and prosecution of 
crime. 

No doubt the fourth amendment limits 
the freedom of the police in bringing crimi
nals to justice. But to allow them the free
dom which the fourth amendment was de
signed to curb was deemed too costly by the 
founders. As Mr. Justice Holmes said in-the 
Olmstead case, "we must consider the two 
objects of desire, both of which we cannot 

utory powers of arrest wi~hout warrant under, 
for example, the Malicious Damage Act, 1861, 
the Larceny Act, 1916, the Curtis Act of 1876, 
and many other acts, are more used than is 
generally appreciated. Of no less importance 
in such times as these is the assertlon pf our 
individual liberties to counteract any tend
ency which may appear for police powers to 
be ex~eeded" (91 Solicitors' Journal, 184-185 
(Apr. 12, 1947)). 

have, and make up our minds which to 
choose" (277 U.S. at 470). Of course arrest
ing officers generally feel irked by what to 
them are technical legal restrictions. But 
they must not be allowed to be unmindful 
of the fact that such restrictions are essen
tial safeguards of a free people. To sanction 
conduct such as this case reveals is to en
courage police intrusions upon privacy, with
out legal warrant, in situations that go even 
beyond the facts of the present case. If it 
be said that an attempt to extend the present 
case may be curbed in subsequent litigation, 
it is important to remember that police con
duct is not often subjected to judicial scru
tiny. Day by day mischief may be done and 
precedents built up in practice long before 
the judiciary has an opportunity to inter
vene. It is for this reason-the dangerous 
tendency of allowing encroachments on the 
rights of privacy-that this Court in the 
Boyd case gave to the fourth amendment its 
wide protective scope. 

It is vital, no doubt, that criminals should 
be detected, and that all relevant evidence 
should be secured and used. On the other 
hand, it cannot be said too often that what 
is involved far ·transcends the fate of some 
sordid offender. Nothing less is involved 
than that which makes for an atmosphere of 
freedom as against a feeling of fear and re
pression for society as a whole. The dangers 
are not fanciful. We too readily forget them. 
Recollection may be refreshed as to the hap
penings after the First· World War by the 
Report Upon the Dlegal Practices of the 
United States Department of Justice, which 
aroused the public concern of Chief Justice 
Hughes 8 (then at the bar), and by the little 
book entitleci "The Deportations Delirium of 
Nineteen-Twenty" by Louis F. Post, who 
spoke with the authoritative knowledge of an 
Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

More thim 20 years ago, before democracy 
was subjected to its recent stress and strain, 
Judge Learned Hand, in a decision approved 
by this Court in the Lefkowitz case, expressed 
views that seem to me decisive of this case: 

''After arresting a man in his. house, to 
rummage at will among his papers in search 
of whatever will convict him, appears to us 
to be indistinguishable from what might be 
done under a general warrant; indeed, the 
warrant would give more protection, for 
presumably it must be issued by a magistrate. 
Tr'ue, by hypothesis the power would not 
exist, if the supp()sed offender were not found 
on the premises; but it is small consolation 
to know that one's papers are safe only so 
long as one is not at home. Such constitu
tional limitations arise from grievances, real 
or fancied, which their makers have suffered, 
and should go pari passu with the supposed 
evil. They withstand the winds of logic by 
the depth and toughness of their roots in the 
past. Nor should .we forget that what seems 
fair enough against a squalid huckster of bad 
liquor may take on a very different face, if 
used by a government determined to sup
press political opposition under the guise of 
sedition" (United States v. Kirschenblatt 
(16 F. 2d 202, 203)). 

8 Address, Harvard Law School Centennial, 
June 21, 1920, Some Observations on Legal 
Education and Democratic Progress, page 23: 
"We cannot afford to ignore the indications 
that, perhaps to an extent unparalleled in our 
history, the essentials of liberty are being 
diregarded. Very recently information has 
been laid by responsible citizens at the bar of 
public opinion of violations of personal rights 
which savor of the . worst practices o:f 
tyranny." For a contemporaneous judicial 
account of searches and seizures in violation 
of the fourth amendment in connection with 
the Communist raids of January 2, 1920, see 
Judge George W. Anderson's opinion in 
Colyer v. Skeffington (265 F. 17)-. 
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APPENDIX 

Analysis of decisions involving searches and seizures, from Week.s v. United States (232 U.S. 383) up to Davis v. United States, (328 U.S. 582) 1 

1. Name of case 2. Charge on arrest 3. Authority for 
arrest 4. Articles seized 

Weeki v. United Useofmailstodis- Arrested without Personal papers 
and lottery tick· 
ets, t!lken from 
defendant's 
home. 

Statu, 232 U. S. tribute lottery a warrant and 
3&1 (1914). tickets. not during com 

mission of crime. 

Schenk v. U11ited 
State&, 249 U. S. 
47 (1919). 

Silverthorne Lumber 
Co. v. United 
Statu, 251 U. S. 
385 (1920). 

Gouled v. United 
State1, 255 U. S. 
298 (1921) . 

Amot v. United 
Statu, 255 U. s. 
313 (1921). 

Burdeau v. Mc
Dowell, 256 U.S. 
465 (1921). 

Essgee Co. v. United 
Sto.tu, 262 U. S. 
1111 (1928). 

Conspiracy to vio- Indictment _______ _ Leaflets counrel
ing draft evasion. late Espionage 

Act of 1917. 

Contempt of court 
for failure to 
produce books 
and do~urnents 
required by sub
poena. (One of 
defendants was 
a corporation.) 
Order was based 
on evidence se
cured as in(li· 
catcd in columns 
3-7. 

Conspiracy and 
use of mails to 
defraud United 
States. 

Removal o1 whis
key with on t 
payment o J 
tax; sale of whis
key on which no 
tax bad been 
paid. 

Civil suit for re-

~rga~K:orri~ 
slstant to Attor
ney General. 

Violation oJ im· 
portlaws. (Cor· 
porate and indl· 
vidual defend· 
ants; only latter, 
of course, were 
arrested.) 

No arrest__________ Books and papers 
seized under 
color of invalid 
subpoena. 

Indictment.. •••••• · 4 documents taken 
from defend
ant's office. 

••••• do. ·-----------

No arrest •••••••••• 

Warrants ••••••••• 

Whiskey in ques· 
tion, as result 
of search with· 
out a warrant in 
defendant's ab
sence. (Officers 
admitted by de
fendant's wife.) 

Plaintiff's books 
anci papers had 
been stolen from 
plaintiff's poo;es
sion by a party 
unrelated to the 

·Federal Gov· 
emment. 

Corporate papers 
and books. 

5. Articles seized 
under warrant 

' 7. Article~ seized 
6. Articles seized incident to au-

incident to law· thorized search 
ful arrest for other articles 

8. Decision 

None .••••••••••••• None •••••••••••••• None.............. District court had Improperly 
admitted in evidence some 
of articles seized· conviction 
reversed . 

Leaflets counsel
ing draft evasion. 
Warrant was 

.. ••. do. ---------- - ..... do............. Evidenre properly admitted 
by trial rourt for use against 
defendant. 

d irectet1 to 
search of Social-
ist headquarters 
from which leaf-
lets were mailed 
by defendant. 

None ••••••••••••••.•••• do ..... -------- ••••. do ............ . 

3 of the papers. 
(Thn other was 
taken by stealth 
from thn omce 
by a government 
agent.) 

___ .. do . ..•••••••••••••• . do ............ . 

None .•••••••••••••.•••. do .................. do •.. ••••••••• • 

••••• do •••••••••••• _ ••••. do ..... _....... • •••. do ____ •••••••• 

Order directing production o1 

~~i~~~e~~i;~c::J ~~~ 
lation of Fourth A.mend· 
ment, was error, and convic· 
tion for failnrE.' to obey orde 
reversed. (White, C . J.,and 
Pitney, J., dissenting.) 

On certi.tlcation, held tha 
papers were inadmissible 
Search warrant may issu 
only when interest of publi1 
or complainant in the article 
is primary. or when its pos 
session is unlawful; it may 
not issue merE>IY to secnn 
evidence. 

Evidence improperly admitted 
conviction reversed. 

'District court had held tba 
retention of paper for use~ 
evidence was in violation o 
Fourth and Fifth Amenc'l 
ments; this Court reversed 
(Brandeis and Holmes, JJ 
dissenting.) 

Corporate papers ••••• do ________________ do.............. District court admitted evi 
and books pro- dence against both rorporak 
duced under and individual defendants 
subpoena. This Court affirmed. 

Carroll v. United 
Statu, 267 U. B. 
132 (1925). 

Transportation of 
alcoholic bever
ages. 

Arrested during Alcoholic bever· None ............. . Whiskey uncov- •••.. do____________ Evidence was proJ)t:rJy ad 
commission of ages. 
crime. 

1. No arrest ••••••• 1. Liquor. ______ _ Steele v. United 1. Action for re-
Staftl, 267 U. S. turn of seized 
498, 505 (1925) liquor. 
(two cases). 

2. Possession of 2. Information •••• 2. Liquor ••••••••• 
liquor In viola· 
tion of Prohibi· 
tion Act. 

Dumbra v . . United Motion to quash 
Stat,, 268 U. S. search warrant. 
435 (1925) . 

Agnello v. United 
State1, 269 U. S. 
:;.o (1925). 

Possession and 
sale of cocaine 
without regis
tration or pay· 
ment of tax. 

No arrest.......... Alcoholic wines .•• 

Arrested during 
commission of 
crime. 

Can of cocaine 
seized at home 
of one of defend
ants while he 
was being ar
rested several 
blocks away. 

1. Liquor. <War· 
rant was direct· 
ed to address 
not specitlcal~y 
Mated to be that 
of build ng 
searched.) 

2. Liquor. (War· 
rant was direct· 
ed to prohlbi· 
tion officer. 
Question of rea· 
sons ble eause 
for its issuance 
was not left to 
jury.) Alcoholic 
wines. 

Alcoholic wines ••• 

ered during mitted; conviction affirmed 
search of car in (McReynolds and Suthl' 
which it was land. JJ .. dii'SI'nting.) 
being transport· 
ed at time of -
arrest. 

l . None ••••••••••• 1. None .•••••••••• 1. Evidence properly secured 
and need not be returned. 

2. None........... 2. None........... 2. Evidence properly secured 
and properly ,admitted b 

district court ; judgment ru 
firmed. 

None.............. None ••.••••••••••. 

None" _______ ........... do ••••••••••••• -----do ••••••••••••• 

Warrant properly issued 011 
reasonable ground; refusal ot 
district court to quash search 
warrant affirmed. 

Evidence improperly ad 
mitted; conviction, affirmed 
by the C. C. A., here re
versed. 

1 For cases related but not immediately pertinent, see Olm8tead v. United Statea, 277 U. S. 438; Goldman v. United States, 31C U. S. 129; United /::,Yates v. White , S22 U. S. 694 ; 
Oklahoma Prus Publilhing Co. v. Walling, 327 U.S, 186. 
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Analgsis ot decisions involving searches ana seizures, from Weeks v. United States (232 U.s. 383), up to Davis v. United States 

(328 U. S. 582)-Continued 

l. Name o: case 

Pyars v. United 
States, 273 U. S. 
iS (1927). 

McGuire v. United 
States, 273 U. S. 
£5 (1!!27). 

Unite( States v. Lee, 
274 u. s. 55{1 
(1!127). 

SeguroLa v. United 
States, 275 U. S. 
106 (19li7). 

United Stales v. 
Berkeness, 275 U. 
S. 149 (1927). 

Jl/arron v. United 
Slates, 275 U. S. 
192 (1927). 

Cambino v. United 
States, 275 U. S. 
310 (HJ27). 

Go-Bart Co. v. 
United States, 282 
u.s. 344 (1931). 

United Statesv. Lef
kowitz, 285 U . S. 
452 (1932). 

Taylor v. United 
States, 286 U S. 
1 (1932). 

2. Charge on arrest 

Possession of 
counterfeit alco· 
holic beverage 
stamps. 

3. Authority for 
arrest 4. Articles seized 

Indictment________ Counterfeit alco
holic beverage 
stamps. 

Possession o: in· · Information_______ Intoxicating Jiq-
toxicating liq· nor. 
uor. 

Conspiracy to 
violate Prohibi
tion Act. 

Transportation of 
intoxicating liq
uor. 

Civil suit to abate 
nuisance. 

Violation of Pro
hibition Act. 

Arrested while 71 cases of grain 
engaging in alcohol. Cases 
crime. were seized on 

American vessel 
more than 12 
miles from 
shore. 

Arrested during Intoxicatinr Jiq
commission of 
crime. 

nor. 

No arrest__ ________ Liquor ___________ _ 

Indictment. 
(Crime commit
ted in presence 
of arresting offi· 
cers. Articles 
seized, as de· 
scribed in col
umns 4-7, were 
taken at time 
of arrest.) 

Intoxicating liq· 
uor, ledger, and 
papers. (Ledg
er was in closet 
in back of bar 
which con
tained somP of 
the liquor; pa
pers (bills) were 
on table near 
rash rel!'ister.) 

5. Articles seized 
under warrant 

No Federal war· 
rant issued. 
But warrant 
was issued ty 
State judge to 
State officer~ to 
search for liquor. 
Federal omcer 
accompanied 
them on ~earch 
and uncovered 
stamps. 

Intoxicating liq· 
uor. (Most o. 
liquor thus 

~ seized was m· 
mediately de· 
stroyed, with 
only samples 
retajned for evi· 
dence.) None _____________ _ 

6. Articles seized 
incident to law· 
ful arrest 

7. Articles seized 
incident to au
thorized search 
for other articles 

None .. ____________ Counterfeit alco· 
holic beverage 
stamps. (See 
column 5.) 

8. Decision 

Conv:ction in district court, 
affirmed in the C. C. A., here 
reversed, because evidence 
was improperly admitted. 

_____ do _____________ None______________ On certificate from C. C. A. 
after conviction, held that 
evidence was properly ad
mitted. Butler, J., con
curring in result. 

71 cases ol grain _____ do_____________ Defendant's conviction, re-
alcohol. versed by the C. C. A. on 

grounds of illegal search, 
sustained by this Court. 

None ______________ The liquor ___________ :_do _____________ Conviction, aflirmed by C. 0. 

Liquor. Warrant 
was · invalid for 
failure of allega· 
tion of sale on 
the premi~es as 
basis for jts issue . 

The intoxicating 
liquor. 

A., affirmed by this Court. 

None ____ _________ ______ do _____________ District court judgment ex-
cluding evidence, afilrmed 
by C. C. A .• affirmed by this 
Court. 

Ledger and bills. 
Court held that, 
while seizure wa~ 
not authorized 
by the warrant, 
ledger and bills 
were prorwrly 
seized as with!n 
the "immediate 
possession and 
control" ol of· 
fender. 

Eeeexplanation in 
282 U. S. at 358, 
that the r.rticlos 
"wore visible 
and accessible" 
and that there 
was no ·•rum· 
maging o1 the 
place." And see 
'285 U. S. at 465. 

Evidence properly admitted; 
conviction sustained by C. 
C. A., affirmed here. 

Transportation of 
intoxicating liq
uor. 

Crime committed 
in presence of 
arresting officers 
(state police): 

Intoxicating 
uor. 

liq- None-------------· Liquor seized as 
re.sult of search 
of car in which 
defendants were 
when arrested. 
But Court found 
no rrobable 
cause for arrest. 

None______________ Evidence im{lroperly admit
ted; convictiOn, affirmed by 
the C. C. A., reversed here. 

Possession, trans
portation, sale, 
etc., of intoxi
cating liquor. 

Conspiracy to vio· 
late Prohibition 
Act, including 

roS: 0~ar:em~~d 
solicitation of 
orders. 

Illegal possession 
of intoxicating 
liquor. 

Invalid warrant ••• 

Warrant of U. S. 
Commissioner. 

Arrest made on 
basis of evidence 
uncovered dur· 
ing search. 

Office papers and 
records secured 
by use of keys 
taken from de· 
fend ants at time 
of their arrest, 
and on false 
statement that 
they had a war· 
rant for the 
papers. 

Variety o. papers 
taken from 
desks, cabinets, 
and waste
basket. Among 
these , papers 
were lists o! 
names and ad· 
dresses, ::;tation· 
ery, bills di· 
rected to cus
tomers, letters of 
solicitation, etc. 

122 cases of liquor. 
Agents investi· 
gated and 
noticed odor of 
alcohol coming 
from garage. 
Defendant had 
been under sus· 
picion. Agents 
broke into ga· 
rage and uncov
ered cache of 
liquor. De
fendant was ar
rested when he 
came to garage 
during search. 

____ .do •••••• ______ _ None. (See col· 
umn3.) 

____ .do.____________ Evidence must be returned to 
defendants; judgments or 
district court and the C. C. 
A. reversed. 

_____ do ___________ __ None. (Papersin ••••• do _____________ District court denied motions 
wastebasket for return of papers; C. C. 
were, of course, A. reversed, and this Court 
in open view.) affirmed judgment of c. G. 

.A. 

_____ do_____________ None __________________ .dO------------- Evid~nce of seized liquor im-
properly admitted; convic
tion and C. C. A. affirmance 
reversed. 
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Analysis of decisions involving searches and seizUres, from Weeks v. United States. (232 U. S. 383), up to Davis v. United States 

(328 U. S. 582)-continued 

1. Name of case 2. Charge on arrest 3. Authority for 
arrest 4. Articles seized 5. Articles seized 

under warrant 
6. Articles seized 

incident to law· 
ful arrest 

7. Articles seized 
incident to au· 
thorized search 
for other articles 

8. Decision 

Grau v. United 
States, 287 U. S. 
124 (1932). 

Unlawful manu
facture and pos
session ofliquor. 

Indictment........ Still, its appurte
nances, and 350 
gallons of whis· 
ke¥· 

Still, its appurte
nances, and 350 
gallons of wh is· 
key. But war· 
rant issued on 
mere allegations 
that defendant 
had been seen 
hauling cans of
ten used for liq· 
uor, and brin g
ing cane sugar 
onto premises; 
that full cans 
were remo ved 
from premises ; 
and that odors 
offumesofcook
ing mash were 
noticeable. 
There was no 
allegation of any 
sale on prem · 
ise.~ . 

None.............. None.............. Evidence of seized goods im· 
properly admitt ed; convic
tion in t rial court and affirm
ance of C. C. A. reversed. 
(Stone and Cardozo, JJ., 
dissenting.) 

.. 

Sgro v. Unit~d Possession and Information ••••••• Intoxicating Jiq. 
States, 287 U. S. sale of i,ntoxicat· uor. 

Intoxicating Jiq. 
uor. But war· 
rant was in· 
valid. When 
first issued, it 
was not exe· 
cuted within 10 
days; reissued 
withoutnew ev
idence or affi· 
davits; 

••••• do .. ~-·····--- ~ •••• do ••••••••••••• Evidence of seized liquo~ lm· 
properly admitted; convic· 
tion and its affirmance by 
C. C. A. reversed. (Me· 
Reynolds, J., concurring in 
special opinion; Stone and 
Cardozo, JJ., dissenting.) 

206 (1932). ing liquor. 

Nathanson v. Importation ofiiq- Information, filed ..... do ••• _ •••••••• Intoxicating Jiq. 
uor. But war· 
rant issued by 
state judge at 
request of cus
toms agent on 
mere allegation 
of belief by cus· 
toms agent that 
defendant had 
violated the law. 

•· .... do .................. do •• ~---·····- Evidence ol seized liquor lm· 
United Stales, 290 
u.s. 41 (1933). 

uor w i t h o u t after seizure. 
payment of lm· 
port duties. 

properly admitted; convic
tion and affirmance by 0. 0~ 
A. reversed. 

Scher v. Unit ed 
States, 305 U. S. 
201 (1938). 

Possession and 
transportation 
of distilled alco 
hoi oil which tax 
had not been 
paid. 

Arrest d ti r i n g Distilled alcohol None ___________ __ Liquor seized dur· 
ing search of car 
which officers 
had followed in· 
to garage ad· 
joining defend· 
ant's ~ouse. 

..... do............. Evidence properly admitted 
conviction and judgment of 
0. C. A. affirmed. 

commission of on which tax 
crime. had not been 

paid. 

EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR CERTAIN 
AMERICAN CITIZENS CAPTURED BY 
ARMED FORCES . OF JAPAN 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for 
appropriate reference a bill to provide 
emergency relief for American citizens 
captured on American sovereign terri
tory by the armed forces of Japan. I 
request that the remarks which I had 
intended to make in connection with the 
introduction of the bill, but which I shall 
not make at this ·time, in deference to 
the matter now before the Senate, be 
printed in the RECORD in the form of a 
statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without . 
objection, the remarks of the Senator 
from Rhode Island will be printed in the 
REcORD in the form of a statement. · 

There being no objection, the bill 
(S. 1261) to provide emergency relief for 
American citizens captured on American 
sovereign territory by the armed fo:rces 
of Japan, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. McGRATH, was received, 

. read twice by its title, and referred to . 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
of Mr. McGRATH, in the form of ·a state
ment, were ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD~ as follows: 

REMARKS OF SENATOR J. HOWARD MCGRATH, 
MAY 9, 1947, PRESENTING BILL To PROVIDE 
EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR AMERICAN CITIZENS 
CAPTURED ON AMERICAN SOVEREIGN TERRI• 
TORY BY THE ARMED FORCES OF JAPAN, AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, the bill I 

have just introduced I regard as fulfilling 
a most urgent and moral obligation of our 
Government growing out of the late war. 

The ·bill incorporates the principles of 
legislation which are sought by the Ameri
can Internees Committee, a nonprofit organ
ization of American civilian citizens, who 
were the victims of atrocities committed 
upon their person by the Japanese when 
their armies invaded American soil. There 
are about 7,000 United States citizens who 
were interned by the armed forces of Japan 
for more than 3 years. - Most, if not all of 
these, suffered in addition to torture and 
ignominy permanent injuries to their health 
and in many cases complete destruction of 
their material possessions, all as a result of 
their confinement. 

In some instances, entire !am111es of 
American citizens were imprisoned by the 
Japanese and when they were released_ from 
imprisonment, they found their homes, in
cluding their household goods and perso:pal 
effects, completely destroyed. Many pos
sessed only the clothes upon their back when 
they were liberated. They were without 
funds and, when repatriated, found them
selves in destitute circumstances. 

During their detention about 600 civillan 
American citizens died as a result of mal
treatment, and our Government has not 

made any provisions to compensate their 
next of kin or d~pendents. · · 

Many American citizens s~ered losses 
during · the war period by reason of -acts for 
which the German and Japanese Govern
ments are responsible, and their claims must 
be satisfied. No tribunal has been created 
to hear and to determine the claims and 
enter awards for the losses for which those 
Governments are responsible since the out
break of the war · December 1941, more t~an 
6 years ago. American claimants are forced 
to await action by Congress which is re
quired for the consideration and payment 
of t4eir claims. 
UNITED STATES POSSESSES RIGHT TO USE ENEMY 

PROPERTY TO PAY CLAL~S 
Property of enemy governments and their 

nationals in the United States as of March 
17, 1947, vested in the Alien Property Custo
dian approximates $300,000,000, of which 
about $215,000,000 was formerly owned by 
nationals of Germany and $56,000,000 by na
tionals of Japan. In addition, $66,000,000, 
of which $11,000,000 is in the form of cash, 
is presently in the German special deposit ac
count set up in 1928 in the Treasury, repre
senting a transfer of German property to the 
Treasury by the Alien Property Custodian 
pursuant to the provisions of the Settlement 
of War Claims Act of 1928 . 

Under the Potsdam declaration the United 
States possesses the right to retain this prop
erty to satisfy the claims of- American citl· 
zens against Germany and Japan. The 
United States has already taken out of Ger
many a substantial amount of German prop-
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erty in accorqance with the reparations pro
visions of that declaration for its own use, 

Some provisions must be made by Con
gress for the payment of reparations justly 
due American claimants. The proposed leg
islation recognizes the close relationship be
tween the problems which must be solved to
gether. It is impossible to provide for the 
immediate payment of all the American 
claimants bY recourse to enemy property 
vested in the Alien Property Custodian. 
There is not enough of it to satisfy all claims. 
However, provision can be made for imme
diate part payment of some urgent meri
torious claims of American civ111an citizens 
who while located upon American sovereign 
territory invaded by the Japanese suffered 
loss and damage which the United States has 
not thus far made any provision to com
pensate and who are in destitute circum
stances. 

NOT WARNED TO EVACUATl: FOR POLITICAL 
REASONS 

American civ11lan citizens located within 
the Philippine Islands .December 7, 1941, are 
the victims of Japanese aggression. Accord
ing to Acting Secretary of State Grew, they 
"could not with due regard to the national 
interest be advised to leave for the main
land because it is obvious that 
for political reasons they could not be warned 
• • • and having been captured on Amer
ican soil are entitled to protection and as
sistance." 

United States High Commissioner Sayre 
was in the Philippilies at the time of the 
Japanese attack and baa stated the reason 
for not giving 'notice to American civ111ans 
to leave was due to "advice from Waf?hing
ton not to do so • • • Washington felt 
that with due regard to the national interest 
it would be inadvisable to issue such no
tice • • • I urge that Congress take such 
action as is appropriate for the relief of those 
Americans still in distress as a result of their 
injuries and losses suffered in the Philip
pines." 

AWARDED CAMPAIGN RIBBONS 
Upon the lioeration of American civilians 

after 37 months of internment by the armed 
forces of Japan in the Philippines, they were 
awarded by the War Department the Asiatic
Pacific Campaign Ribbon and were cited be
cause of their "fortitude and courage which 
contributed materially to the success of the 
Philippine Campaign." The War Depart
ment has advised these recipients of the 
Asiatic-Pacific Campaign l1.ibbon that they 
"shared in the activities of our armed 
forces." The Philippine Commonwealth 
awarded the Philippine Defense Ribbon and 
the Philippine Liberation Ribbon to them in 
recognition of their services in defending 
and liberating the Philippines. It is re
spectfully submitted that this group of 
Americans possess a semimilitary status. 
CAPTURED MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES, CIVILIAN 
• EMPLOYEES OF UNITED STATES; AND EMPLOYEES 

OF WAR CONTRACTORS COMPENSATED 
Congress has enacted about 200 laws for 

the benefit of the members of our armed 
forces including reimbursement for loss of 
pay and allowances while a prisoner of war 
and providing payments to dependents of 
prisoners. Provision has been made to com
pensate them for personal property damaged, 
lost, destroyed, captured, or abandoned in 
the service. 

Congress has provided benefits for the in
jury, deat,h, and enemy detention of civilian 
employees of the United States,. including 
employees of contractors with the United 
b '·.ates, and members of the crews of vessels 
of the American merchant marine service, 
and compensation for ' loss of personal prop
erty. As recently as July, 194.6, Congress 
par'"ed an act increasing the compensation 
for injury, death, or detention of employees 
of contractors with the TJnited States out
side the United States, and ln so doing Holise 

Report No. 2510, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
said in part: 

"The maximum amount payable under 
the workmen's compensation law was con
siderect inadequate to carry out the policy of 
Congress to take care of the captured em
ployees and their dependents and, in order 
that the employees of Government contrac
tors should receive approximately the same 
extent of relief as Congress had previously 
provided for civ111an employees of the Gov
ernment by act approved December 23, 1943 
(57 Stat. 626). amended such act of De
cember 2, 1942. 

"Such amendment had the effect of pro
viding for the detained employees 100 per
cent payment of the rate of pay of civilian 
employeE(S of the United States. 

"An employee of the United States under 
the amendment of December 23, 1923, is en
titled to 100 percent of his wages." 

The above-mentionoo laws were passed as 
relief measures for civilian employees of the 
United States and for the employees of con
tractors performing work for the United 
States outside of the continental United 
States and for the families of such employees 
in cases of injury, death or detention brought 
about by action of the enemy, and "to carry 
out . the policy of Congress to· take care of 
captured employees, and their dependents.'' 
DUTY OF GOVERNMENT TO PROTECT PERSON OF ALL 

ITS CITIZENS 
It is the duty of the Government to pro

tect the person of its citizens and extend the 
same measure of relief to all of its citizens 
similarly situated as fully and as readily as 
it has any partiqular groups of citizens, 1. e., 
armed forces, civ111an employees of the 
United States, and employees of Army-Navy 
contractors. 

The purpose of my present bill is t ... see 
that all American civ111an citizens who were 
captured be placed upon an equal basis with 
employees of the Government and of Army 
and Navy contractors, and be accorded equal 
benefits in the matter of compensation for 
detention by the enemy. 

The proposed legislation creates a fund in 
the Treasury Department to pay the claims 
of certain civ111ans who ·were detained by the 
Japanese. This is done through the trans.;. 
fer of Japanese and German property by the 
Alien Property Custodian to the Treasury 
which is to be held as security for reimburse
ment of an appropriation out of the Treasury 
in the amount of $35,000,000. 

An emergency payment for relief pur
poses in the amount of $5,000 is provided for 
certain beneficiaries. 

The claims of veterans are to be adjudi
cated by the War and Navy Departments and 
the claims of civilians by . the State Depart
ment. 

BILL EFFECTUATES REPARATION POLICIES 
The general purpose of the bill is to have 

Congress carry into effect the policies of the 
Departments of State, and Treasury, and the 
Alien Property Custodian that the vested 
property of Japanese seized pursuant to the 
provisions of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act be used by the United States for its pur
poses, and that no provision should be made 
for any return or compensation by the United 
States to the former owners. 

Secretary of State Byrnes, during his ten
ure of office, wrote Senator McCARRAN: 

"The Department is in basic agreement 
that the property in the United States of 
Germany and Japan should be made avail
able to meet American claims on account of 
losses resulting from the war; it appears to 
the Department that considerable attention 
should be given to the categories of claims 
which may be paid from such properties or 
their proceeds, and to the priority to be 
given to various types of claims. 

"Claixns • • · • resulting from personal 
injuries • • • stand high on the list of 
allowable claixns." 

A letter from. Acting Secretary of Treasury 
Gardner to Senator McCARRAN states: 

"Compensation to private claimants, we 
believe, should be based only on the ground 
that such claimants have suffered losses 
which it would be unjust to require them 
to bear in addition to their general obliga
tions as citizens. Accordingly, it is the •iiew 
of this Department that the merits of each 
class of claim should be judged separately 
and any class found worthy of redress should 
be carefully defined by Congress. For ex
ample. Americans who were maltreated or 
have suffered physical injury as interned 
civ111ans would appear to be clearly entitled 
to compensation in dollars." 

Seymour J. Rubin, Deputy Director of the 
Office of Economic Security Policy, Depart
ment of State, testified in opposition to S. 
1322, Seventy-ninth . Congress, but said that 
the Department's opposition did not "relate 
in any way to legislation which might be en
acted for the relief of persons who have suf
fered personal injury or loss of personal prop
erty in areas occupied by the enemy." 

The b111 enunciates a policy that Japa
nese property is . subject to the satisfaction 
of claims of American citizens, who while 
located upon American territory under the 

· American fiag, .suffered damages to their per
son and property as a result of Japanese in
vasion of part of the United States. 

REHABILITATION DESIRED 

Repatriated Americans are entitled to be 
rehabilitated by their Government and de
sire to make their contribution to the eco
nomic life of their own country. Any nar
row conception of what compensation these 
American citizens should receive results in 
Japan escaping financial re~ponsib111ty to 
whatever extent adequate and just compen
sation is withheld from them. 

The claims which are to be paid under , 
the b1ll are those of American civ111an citi
zens of the United States who are the vic
tims of the Japanese in Alaska, Guam, Ha
wa11, Philippine Islands, and Wake occupied 
American soil where they suffered: 

1. Deprivation of liberty, arrest, imprison
ment, and internment. 

2. Evacuation from their homes. 
3. Maltreatment, cruelty, and violence 

during capture. 
4. Impairment of earning capacity durbg 

internment and since liberation. 
Provision is made to compensate the de

pendents of those Americans who died r.s a 
result of war crimes. 

AMERICANS IN PHILIPPINES NOT WARNED TO 
LEAVE 

Acting Secretary of State Grew, on August · 
4, 1945, made this statement which was re
leased to the press on that date: 

"American residents in the Ph111ppine Is
lands, a territory under United States sov
ereignty, were not publicly warned to leave 
before the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. 
In view of the steps taken by the War and 
Navy Departments to evacuate from the 
Philippines all of their nonessential person
nel, including families of officers and enlisted 
men, the United States nationals who re
mained in the Philippine Islands were pre
sumably aware of the danger that threatened. 

"However, they could not, with due regard 
to the national interest, be advised to leave 
for the mainland. Therefore those United 
States nationals who fell into . the hands of 
the Japanese in the Phillppiries may wel~ 
believe that, not having been apprised of the 
imminent danger, they are entitled to more 
consideration than United States nationals 
who remained in foreign countries in the 
Far East or in Europe despite repeated ad
vice from their Government and its otncials 
to return to the United States while commer
cial transportation fac111ties were available. 

"American citizens from Wake, and Guam 
as well as from the Ph111ppine Islands might 
be given preferential treatment in relation 
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to those from other areas: '(a) because it 
is obvious that for political reasons they 
could not be warned officially to return to 
the United States, as were citizens in Europe 
and Asia: (b) because these citizens in 
the Philippine Islands, Wake, and Guam, not 
having official warning to depart and having 
been captured on American soil, are entitleq 
to protection and assistance." 

In connection with the unconditional sur
render of Japan it accepted the Potsdam 
declaration which results in making Japanese 

· a-ssets in the United States available for pay
ment of our reparation claims. 

See written statements of claimants giv
ing graphic accounts of their experiences dur
ing internment. 

REDUCTION OF INCOME TAX
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina and 
Mr. LANGER each submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by them, 
respectively, to the bill (H. R. 1> to reduce 
individual income-tax payments, which 
were referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed. 
REDUCTION OF INTEREST RATE ON . 

POSTAL-SAVINGS DEPOSIT8-AMEND
MENTS 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit for appro
priate reference amendments intended to 
be proposed by me to the bill <S. 1015) 
to amend -section 7 of the act of June 25, 
1910, as amended, to reduce the interest 
rate on postal-savings deposits to 1 per
cent per annum. I request that the 
amendments be printed and printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ments were received, referred to the 
Committe on Civil Service, ordered to be 
printed, and to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

On the first page, line 5, after "Sec. 7.", 
insert "(a)." 

On page 2, line 2, strike out the quotation 
marks. 

On page 2, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

"(b) Whenever, in the judgment of the 
board of trustees, current interest rates on 
obligations of the United States justify a 
change in the interest rate on postal-savings 
deposits established by subsection (a). the 
board of trustees by unanimous vote may in
crease or decrease the rate of interest pay
able on such deposits, by multiples of one
fourth of 1 percent per annum, to not more 
tha:n 2 percent per annum and to not less 
than 1 percent per annum. Any such . in
crease or decrease in interest rate shall take 
effect on the 1st day of January or the 1st 
day of July. as the board of trustees may 
determine, after public notice of not less than 

- 3 months." 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent, as in executive 
session, to submit several reports from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
make a brief statement with respect 
thereto. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions I report favorably, by a full vote 
of 13 to nothing, the following executive 
documents: 

Executive F. Treaty of peace with 
Italy, signed at Paris on February 10, 
1947; 

Executive G. Treaty of peace with Ru
mania, signed at Paris on February 10, 
1947; 

Executive H. Treaty of peace with 
Bulgaria, signed at Paris on February 
10, 1947; and 

Executive I. Treaty of peace with 
Hungary, signed at Paris on February 
10, 1947. 

There will be a full presentation . of 
our reasons for this action when the 
treaties are taken up for Senate action. 
I wish, at the moment, to make only this 
brief observation. 

There are many clauses in these trea
ties which we all would wish might be 
written otherwise. But the United 
States is only one of the four so-called 
major powers involved, and only 1 of 
21 nations in the peace conference from 
which the treaties stem. It is the con
sidered view of the President of the 
United States. the Secretary of State, 
and the Foreign Relations Committee 
that the treaties represent the best avail
able result; that nothing but dangerous 
uncertainty and confusion would flow 
from rejection or postponement; and 
that this report sustains the best avail
able and the best relative hope for peace 
and stability. Again, we believe this is 
the better "calculated risk." 

We have the greatest sympathy with 
those among our citizens who have asked 
foz: delay or rejection. Italian-American 
groups have been particularly earnest .in 
these appeals. But we have reached the 
conclusion that it is best for peace, best 
for America, and best for the new, demo
cratic Italy that the treaties should be 
promptly ratified. I ask Senators care
fully to read the committee record which 
soon will be available. It will demon
strate the great efforts which the Gov
ernment of the United States made to 
write a treaty that would fairly recog
nize Italy's right to consideration as an 
ultimate cobelligerent. It will demon
strate the great contribution which the 
Government of the United States was 
able to make to this end. It will un
equivocally demonstrate our firm 
friendship for the new forces of democ
racy in Italy . . This friendship, I dare 
to prophesy, may be a source of pro
found encouragement for the future. 

This is not the time or place to present 
the total story. I simply am making this 
preliminary appeal for careful and con
sid.ered judgments in the light of all the 
facts as they shall be disclosed. 

We here deal with only the perimeter 
of European peace. It is inexpressibly 
regrettable that we do not also have 1n 
hand the other treaties, with Austria and 
Germany, for which we continue to strive 
with every resource at our command. It 
is wholly logical to argue a relationship 
between these problems. But to make 
one contingent upon the other might be 
to multiply the hazards and the confu
sions which would further jeopardize 
both. 

I express the personal view that we 
have no sound alternative except to start 
where we can in this process of salvaging 
peace from World War II; and that if the 
ultimate pattern of the total European 
peace finally recom'mends different treat
ment for Italy, or any of these other 
countries, in the interests of the general 

welfare or friendly relations among na
tions or in sustaining the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations, the 
forum of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations will be available for this 
purpose under article 14 of the Charter. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to debate 
· the subject of the treaties today. But 

knowing how deeply this subject comes 
to the heart of both the Senate and the 
country, I have wanted to make this pre
liminary observation as I report from the 
Foreign Relations Committee and as I ask 
my colleagues and my fellow citizens to 
review all the record in reaching a con
clusion on this problem which so inti
mately relates itself to destiny for us, for 
the world, and for peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
ports will be received and the treaties 
will be placed on the Executive Calendar. 

DEVELOPMENT OF ST. LAWRENCE 
WATERWAY 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
on behalf of myself, the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] , the senior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL], my 
colleague the junior Senator from Mich
igan [Mr. FERGUSON], the junior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the Sen
ator from South Carolina [Mr. JoHN
STON], the senior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY J, · the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAYLOR], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE], the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. ToBEY], the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin r:Mr. WILEY], the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON]. and 
the junior ·senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. YOUNG], I ask unanimous consent 
to introduce for reference to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, a joint res~ 
olution approving the agreement betweetJ,
the United States and Canada relating 
to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin, 
and so forth. I request that a statement 
by nie, together with an explanatory 
memorandum, be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the joint resolution will be re~ 
ceived and referred as requested by the 

._Senator from Michigan; and, without 
objection, the statement and explanatory 
memorandum will be printed in the 
RECORD. ' 

There being no objection, the joint res
olution <S. J. Res. 111) approving the 
agreement between the United States 
and Canada relating to the Great Lakes
St. Lawrence Basin with the exception 
of certain provisions thereof; expressing 
the sense of the Congress with respect to 
the negotiation of certain treaties; pro
viding for making the St. Lawrence sea
way self-liquidating; and for other pur~ 
poses, was received, read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. · 

The statement and explanatory memo
randum presented by Mr. VANDENBERG 
were ordered to'be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR VANDENBERG 

The resolution to authorize the St. Law
rence project, which several of my colleagues 
and I have introduced today, is materially 
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different from simtlar legislation that has 
been before COngress 1n recent years. All 
previous proposals have been primarily in the 
nat ure of public works, like our domestic 
rivers and harbors projects, to be paid for 
principally out of the National Treasury. 
This resolution proposes to make the st. Law
rence seaway and power project as a whole 
self-supporting and self-liquidating, both in 
its power and in its navlgaton phase. This 
policy is in line wit h the general desire of 
Congress and the country to balance the na
tional budget and place the development of 
natural resources on a self-SU!>taining basis. 

There are many precedents· in other inter
nat ional waterways p1·ojects for charging tolls 
ln reasonable amounts in order to defray 
the cost of construction and operation. In 
fact, most international projects of this na
ture, such a~ the Panama Canal, the Suez 
Canal, the Manchester ship canal, and the 
Kiel Canal, have had tolls for the purpose 
of meeting their costs. Since the St. Law
rence seaway is an international pt·oject of 
commensurate magnitude, to be used by the 
vessels of all nationalities the principle of 
charging tolls to defray its expenses is in line 
with this established traditon. 

In propos!ng this legislation 1 am mindful 
of the recommendations of Secretary of State 
George Marshall, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. t.he 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, and 
the Maritime Commission that this project is 
an important contribution to national secu
rity and preparedness for any national emer
gency. In the cooperative working relati:m
ship which it establishes with our cherished 
neighbor, Canada, it exemplifies~ continental 
solidarity which will not fail to have a favor
able effect abroad. 

The proposal to charge tolls on the St. 
Lawrence seaway does not apply to the pres
ent navigation facilities within the Great 
Lakes system. Specifically, it does not apply 
to the local domestic Great Lakes traffic of 
Canada and the United States that utilizeS 
the Sao Locks and the Weiland Canal. It 
will not apply, also, to the 14-foot Canadian 
Canals on the St. Lawrence River. Trade and 
navigation that has adjusted itself to these 
. navigation facilities will remain unaffectea. 
Only the new deep-water navigation · facil
ities on the St. Lawrence River authorized 
by this resolution will be affected by the 
proposition to charge tolls. 

It is provided, also, that bulk cargoes, agri
cultural, mmeral and Industrial raw mate
,rials, will have special consideration and may 
have lower rates than other products, to the 
~nd that the relative advantages of the St. 
Lawrence seaway to different types of traffic 
will be maintained Insofar as practicable. 
There is a practical reason for this since 
ships carrying bulk cargoes are generally 
loaded to a greater proportion of their capac
ity than ships carrying a variety of other 
'products. It should be the aim of the two 
countries to equalize the benefits of the 
seaway to the producers and consumers of 
different types of cargo. There is a maximum 
limit of 1.25 on total charges for any type of 
cargo. 

The resolution cails for the negotiation of 
a new agreement between Canada and the 
United States to determine the rates of 
charges and other pertinent details. This 
new agreement, to be negotiated during the 
period of construction, is subject to approval 
-by the Congress. 

I regret that the Foreign Relations COm
mittee cannot proceed with early considera
tion of the proposal. We shall do the best 
we can; but we have a long series of other 
treaties and other ~orelgn policy measures 
which have imperative priority and which 
have long been waiting their turn. I h~ve 
a new and positive degree of hope and confi
dence, however, that in this new form the 
St. Lawrence proJect can command con
gressional approval and that, at long last, we 
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are on the way to success before this Eightieth 
Congress adjourns next year. 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM ON JOINT RESo
LUTION AUTHORIZING '1'HE ST. LAWRENCE 
PROJECT 
Section 1: This section has the effect of 

authorizing the President to construct the 
United States' share of the St. Lawrence 
project, which in the present case means 
principaliy the International Rapids section, 
and the· dredging of connecting channels in 
the Great Lakes, as provided by the Cana
dian-American agreement of March 19, 1941, 
upon the following conditions: 

A. The Canadian Parliament also approves 
the said agreement. 

B. In approving the agreement, the Cana
dian Government agrees to the elimination 
of article VII, article VIII, paragraph (c), 
and article IX of the Canadian-American 
Agreement. 

C. The Canadian Government agrees to 
the principle of self-liquidation of the deep
water navigation works on the St. Lawrence 
River authorized by the joint resolution. 

The articles deleted from the agreement as 
a condition of approval by the Congress deal 
with the following subjects: 

Article VII extended perpetual navigation 
rights to the two countries in boundary 
waters and connecting channels and canals 
where those navigation rights are now 
terminable with the life of existing treaties. 

Article VIll, paragraph (c), established a 
procedure of arbitration in case of damages 
resulting in either country in consequence 
of unilateral diversion of water from the 
Great Lakes by the other country. This was 
specifically applicable to the so-called Chi
cago Diversion. and is permanently deleted 
from the agreement. 

Article IX amended the provisions of the 
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909, increasing 
the amount of diversion of water allowed to 
each country at Niagara River. 

Articles vn and IX were eliminated to 
meet the view that they required the advice 
and consent of two-thirds of the Senate, be
cause they were considered to be matters 
properly dealt with by means of treaties . 

With the elimination of articles VTI, VIII 
• {c) and IX from the agreement, the effect 
of the remaining provisions of the agreement 
Is to authorize the construction of the St. 
Lawrence seaway and power project, which 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
decided last year could be accomplished by 
majority vote of both houses of Congress. 

Section 2: Authorizes the President to 
negotiate the necessary treaty arrangements 
to achieve the purposes of articles vn and 
IX delegated from the agreement by section I 
of joint resolution. 

Section s (a) : This section authorizes and 
directs the President to negotiate a new 
agreement, during the period of construction 
of the St. Lawrence seaway, to define and 
establish the necessary toll charges to make 
the new deep-water navigation facllities on 
the St. Lawrence River self-Uquidating. The 
negotiation of this new agreement will not 
delay the construction of the project. On 
the contrary, the Canadian-American agree- , 
ment will come into full force by the provi
sions of article XI of that agreement when 
the Congress and the Parliament of Canada 
approve said agreement, with the exceptions 
of article VII, article VIII, paragraph (c), and 
article IX, and the additional proviso that 
before the agreement comes Into force ac
cording to article XI of the agreement, the 
Canadian Government gives satisfactory as
surance that they agree to the principle of 
self-liqUidation. . 

Certain policies are to be followed in the 
negotiations of these details with Canada. 
These policies are (a) the total charges wlll 
be fair and wm give encouragement to in
creased utUlzatton of the navigation facUl
ties; (b) the special character o! bulk agr1-

cultural, mln«al, and other raw materials 
would be recognized and they may carry dif
ferential (lower) rates as compared with 
other types of cargo; (c) that the maximum 
charge on any type of cargo shall not exceed 
the equivalent of $1.25 per short ton of 
laden cargo and may be lower; (d) that tolls 
shall apply only on traffic utilizing the new 
deep-water navigation works on the St. Law
rence River, excluding the 14-foot canals on 
the Canadian side now in existence, and ex
cluding _navigation within the Great Lakes 
system, the· Soo Locks and connecting chan
nels, from toll charges. 

Section 3 (b) gives discretionary authority 
to the President to appoint a St. Lawrence 
Advisory Commission, which, in cooperation 
with representatives of Canada and after 
public hearings, may make recommendations 
to the two Governments on the administra
tive, technical, and t:<:onomic aspects of. a · 
toll system. 

The resultant agreement on the basis of 
such studies will be subject to the approval 
of the United States Congrms and the Par
liament of Canada. 

Section 4: This section authorizes the ex
penditure of the necessary funds for the ac
complishment of the purposes and the under
takings approved by this joint resolution, but 
prohibits the change in the amount of such 
authorization by exchanges of notes between 
the executive agencies of the United States 
and Canada. 

Section 5: Authorizes the President to ne
gotiate an agreement with the government 
of the· State of New York for the transfer of 
the power facllities to an appropriate State 
agency under a formula agreed to by New 
York State and the United States Corps of 
Engineers, which provides in essence that the 
State of New York will pay all of the costs 
of the powerhouse and equipment, plus one
half of the United States' share of the jcint 
costs for navigation and power at the Inter
national Rapids section. It is also provided 
that this arrangement with the State of New 
York will protect the interests of the United 
States and of other States, which has par
~icular reference, as a practical matter, to 
the New England States. Furthermore, this 
agreement will also be subject to approval 
by the Congress of the United States and the 
Legislature of the State of New York. 

A BULWARK OF DEMOCRACY-ADDRESS 
BY SENATOR ROBERTSON OF VIR
GINIA 
( ~. ROBERTSON of Virginia asked and 

obtained leave to have printed in the REG
oim an address delivered by him at the 
Lees Press Clinic, at Natural Bridge, Va., 
on May 8, ·1947, which appears in the Ap
pendix.l 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MARTIN TO 
PENNSYLVANIA MEMBERS OF COMMU
NIST WAR VETERANS 
[Mr. COOPER asked and obtained leave to 

have printed In the RECORD a statement 
made by Senator MARTIN on May 9, 1947, to 
a delegation of Pennsylvania members of 
the Communist War Veterans, which appears 
1n the Appendix. J 
EDITORIAL TRIBUTE TO WENDELL BERGE 

[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcoRD an editorial 
tribute to Wendell Berge, retiring Assistant 
Attorney General, published in the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch of May 1, 1947. which appears 
1n the Appendix.] 
THE PROPOSED ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 

[Mr. AIKEN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed 1n the RECORD an editorial en
titled "A Self-Liquidating Seaway," from the 
Pioneer Press of St. Paul, Minn., of May 5, 
1947, and an editorial entitled "A Toll 
Canal?" from the Vindicator o! Youngstown, 
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Ohio, of May 4, 1947, 1n support of the St. 
Lawrence seaway project, which appear 1n 
the Appendix.l 

THE WAY OUT OF INFLATION-ADDRESS 
BY SENATOR MURRAY 

[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a radio address 
entitled "The Way Out of Inflation," deliv
ered by Senator MURRAY, May 4, 1947, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

LEAVE OF ABSEN9E 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that beginning next 
Monday, I may be excused from attend
ance on the sessions of the Senate for 
several weeks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, consent is granted. 

LABOR RELATIONS 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill <S. 1126) to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act, to pro
vide additional facilities for the media
tion of labor disputes affecting com
merce, to equalize legal responsibilities 
of labor organizations and employers, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, 
on page 54, after line 4, to insert the 
following: 
BOYCOTTS AND OTHER UNLAWFUL COMBINATIONS 

SEc. 303. (a) It shall be unlawful, in an 
industry or activity affecting commerce, for 
any labor organization to engage in, or to 
induce or encourage the employees of any 
employer to engage in, a strike or a concert
ed refusal to use, manufacture, process, 
transport, or otherwise handle or work on 
any goods, articles, materials, or commodities 
or to perform any services in the course of 
their employment-

(!) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any employer or other person to cease using, 
selling, handling, transporting, or otherwise 
dealing in the products of any other ·pro
ducer, processor, or manufacturer, or to cease 
doing business with any other person; 

(2) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any other employer to recognize or bargain 
with a labor organization as the representa
tive of his employees unless such labor or
ganization has been certified as the repre
sentative of such employees under the pro
visions of section 9 (a) of the National La
bor Relations Act; 

(3) for the purpose of forcing or requir
ing any employer to recognize or bargain 
with a particular labor organization as the 
representative of his employees if another 
labor organization has been certified as the 
representative of such employees under the 
provisions of section 9 (a) of the National 
Labor Relations Act; · 

( 4) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any employer to assign to a particular labor 
organization work tasks assigned by an em
ployer to some other labor organization un
less such employer is failing to conform to 
an order of certification of the National Labor 
Relations Board determining the bargaining 
representative for employees performing such 
work tasks. Nothing contained in this sub
section shall be construed to make unlaw
ful a refusal by any person to enter upon 
the premises of any employer (other than 
his own employer). if the employees of such 
.employer are engaged in a strike ratified or 
approved by a representative of such em
ployees whom such employer is required to 
recognize under the National Labor Rela· 
tions Act. · 

(b) Whoever shall be injured in his bust
ness or property by reason of any violation 
of subsection (a) may sue therefor in any 
district court of the United States subject 
to the limitations and provisions of section 
301 hereof without respect to the amount in 
controversy, or in any other court having 
jurisdiction of the parties, and shall recover 
the damages by him sustained and the cost 
of the suit. 

Mr. TAFT. The amendment, except 
for one change, is the same one I of
fered yesterday as a substitute for the 
Ball amendment, and subsequently with
drew. The change is on line 2 of the 
mimeographed sheet which is on the 
desks of most of the Senators, where the 
word "person" is stricken out and the 
words "labor organization" inserted. 

This is similar to the Ball amendment, 
dealing with the jurisdictional strikes 
and secondary boycotts. It eliminates 
the injunctive process, the suspension of 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act, which I found 
was creating so much difficulty and op
position to the Ball amendment. It re
tains simply a right of suit for damages 
against any labor organization which un
dertakes a secondary boycott or a juris
dictional strike. 

I think it a most effective remedy. Un
der the bill there is a kind of injunctive 
remedy through the National Labor Re
lations Board, but there is no possibility 
of a suit for damages. I have heretofore 
cited the typical case of a secondary boy
cott, wherein the small businessman is 
practically put out of business because he 
is required to recognize, we will say, an 
AFL union, and a CIO union will not 
handle his goods. There are a number 
of cases of that kind in the record. Fur-

. ther, I think the threat of a suit for dam· 
ages is a tremendous deterrent to the in
stitution of secondary boycotts and ju
risdictional strikes. I may say that, so 
far as I know, no defense of this kind 
of strike was made throughout the tes
timony. There was a suggestion that 

. there was some kind of "good" secondary 
boycott, but no one was ever able to point 
to it and to say what it was. I think, 
since the sentiment of the Senate is 
against the injunctive process, I see no 
reason why suits of this sort should not 
be permitted to be filed. After all, it is 
only to restore to people who lose some
thing because of boycotts .and jurisdic
tional strikes the money which they 
have lost. I do not thin~ suits will often 
be brought, because I believe the possi
bility of a suit Will be a sufficient deter
rent to prevent unions undertaking this 
kind of racketeering activity. 

Mr. ELLENDER and Mr. PEPPER ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Ohio yield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield first to the Sena
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the Senator's amendment 
does not in any wise affect the injunctive 
process provided for in the pen<ijng 
bill, but simply provides an additional 
remedy by way of suits for damages. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is correct. 
We considered making it a procedure 
through the National Labor Relations 
Board also, but it is not felt, I think, by 
any of those on the other side of these 

questions that the Labor Board is an 
effective tribunal for the purpose of try
ing to assess damages in such a case. I 
do not think anyone felt that that par
ticular function should be in the Board. 
So, if such remedy is to be provided at 
all, if there is to be .any recourse for 
financial losses caused by unions, it must 
be by direct suit, as proposed by the 
amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I had as
sumed that the Ball amendment and the 
Taft amendment had both, in defining 
the boycott or the jurisdictional strike, 
employed substantially the same lan
guage as is used in section 8 of the bill, 
where those things are made an unfair 
labor practice. It just dawned on me 
that the Senator has made it unlaw
ful-not an unfair labor practice, but he 
has made it unlawful to engage in a boy
cott or in a jurisdictional strike. That 
is found in section 303 (a) of the Sena
tor's amendment: 

It shall be unlawful, in an industry or 
activity affecting commerce, for any labor 
organization to· engage in, or to induce or 
encourage the employees of any employer to 
engage in, a strike or ?- concerted refusal 
t9 use, manufacture, process, transport, or 
otherwise handle or work on any goods~ 
articles, materials, or commodities or to per
form any services in the course of their em
ployment-

For the enumerated purposes set out 
in the amendment. Was it the desire of 
the Senator from Ohio to make those acts 
unlawful? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. I may say 
that the definition is exactly the same 
as the definition we had of an unfair 
labor practice. The effect of making it 
unlawful is simply that a suit for dam
ages can be brought for that kind of 
thing. There is no criminal penalty of 
any sort. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, tha:; is 
the point I am making. If the SenP.tor 
will yield further, I should like to refer 
to a memorandum which I put in the 
RECORD last year, in which I calle<i atten
tion to the conspiracy statute, which is 
on the statute books of the country, pro· 
viding that, if two or more people band 
together, or if they conspire one with an
other, to do an unlawful act, that is a 
criminal offense. I shall presently ob
tain the memorandum from the office of 
the Legislative Counsel, and I should like 
to call it to the attention of the Senator. 
But I also call attention to the fact that 
the Senator's amendment has been mod
ified to make it applicable to labor or
ganizations, not to a ''person," as it was 
when first submitted. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not see how the con
spiracy statute could apply. 

Mr. PEPPER. It would always be a 
working together of many people to do 
what the Senator defines as an "unlawful 
act." I maintain that they would be sub":" 
ject to criminal prosecution under the 
Federal conspiracy statute. I think I 
can sustain the contention with cases. I 
have the memorandum here. 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator is en
tirely incorrect. There is no intention 
whatever to subject persons to a charge 
of conspiracy or to subject them to any 
criminal penalty for such strikes, by the 
use of the words "labor organization." 
Furthermore, a labor organization is 
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just like a corporation; a corporation is 
n·ot itself a conspiracy,. nor is a ·labor 
organization a conspiracy: So that even 
on the Senator's assumption, unless there 
were two or three labor organizations 
conspirjng together there could not be 
any possible application of the amend
ment to the law. 

· Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President-
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, let me 

finish this particular inquiry to which we 
were addressing ourselves. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; I yield further to the 
·Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I want to call the Sena
tor's attention to the fact that a labor 
organization is not a corporation. It is 
an unincr jrporated associr..tion. It is 
made up of many individual persons, and . 
therefore the conspiracy statute would 
apply, bec~use if several persons work to
gether to accomplish an un.lawful pur
pose, that is a conspiracy within the defi
nition of the Federal statutes, and the 
provisions of the United States Code. 

Mr. TAFT. I may say to the Senator 
on that point that under the provisions 
of the Norris-LaGuardia Act and the 
Clayton Act a -labor union is not a con
spiracy, and cannot be a conspiracy 
simply by rea~on of the existence of a 
number of members of the labor organi
zation. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the indi
viduals who engage in this concerted ac
tivity which would be outlawed will be 
working together-! shall have the lan
guage ·of the statute before me presently 
and will call it to the Senator's atten
tion-they will be working together to 
accomplish what the Senator makes not 
an unfair labor practice . but an ·unlaw
ful act.' That will be the action of the 
American Congress in castigating an ac
tion as being unlawful, not · merely as 
being an unfair labor ·practice. 

Mr. TAFT. If something is castigated 
as being an unfair labor practice it might 
as well be castigated as being an unlaw
ful act. 

Mr. PEPPER. On the contrary, the 
courts---- . 

Mr. TAFT. So far as the conspiracy 
statute is concerned, 1 do not think it 
applies. 

Mr. PEPPER. The courts of the 
country are set up to administer punish
ment for unlawful acts, not for unfair 
labor practices, unless they are specifi
cally criminal in their nature. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. As I read the sec

tion, all that is attempted to be done by 
the amendment is to provide jurisdic
tion in the Federal courts in suits for 
damages in case damages might be 
proved by reason of certai~ conduct. I 
do not understand that the amendment 
creates any unlawful act, so far as the 
act being criminal is concerned. Is that 
a correct statement? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. There is 
no criminal penalty whatever proposed 
in the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Therefore all ' the 
amendment would do, if adopted, would 
be to create a cause of action for dam-

ages, which could be heard before a jury 
in a Federal court. Is that correct? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. I shall 
now read the provision of the Clayton 
Act as follows: 

Nothing· contained in the antitrust laws 
shall be construed to forbid the existence of 
labor organizations-

And so forth. 
Nor shall such organizations-

The labor organizations-
Nor shall such organizations or the mem

bers thereof be held or constru·ed to be 
illegal combinations or conspiracies in re
straint of trade under the antitrust laws. 

That only covers the antitrust laws, · 
but there is another statute, either the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act or the Clayton 
Act, which covers generally the idea that 
members of a labor organization, acting 
as an organization, are not violating any 
conspiracy statute of the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 

like to ask the Senator from Ohio if his 
amendment is in line with the recom
mendation made in the President's mes
sage to. the Congress ·apposing secondary 
boycotts and jurisdictional strikes? Does 
the amendment implement the Presi
dent's message? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not have the Presi
dent's message before me. The Presi
dent spoke of his.desire to outlaw juris
dictional strikes and certain types of 
secondary boycotts. I think he used the 
word "outlaw," which would seem to me 
that he thought they should be made 
unlawful. I shall obtain a copy of the 
President's message and find out exactly 
what he said. As I recall, however, the 
President did use the word "outlaw." I 
think the answer to the Senator's ques
tion is .. Yes." 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I have not examined 

the Criminal Code, but I recall that there 
is a provision to the effect that. when ·no 
specific penalty is assessed against an 
act which is elsewhere declared unlaw
ful a penalty may be applied as if it 
were made a penalized act, if the act 
itself, when committed, was similar to 
one with respect to which there is a 
penalty. . Has the Senator looked up 
that statute to see whether, notwith
standing there is no specific penalty in 
his amendment, one might be applied 
under the general basic clause of the 
Criminal Code? 

Mr. TAFT. I have looked up that 
matter before, and there is no such gen
eral clause, as I understand. The only 
question is respecting the conspiracy 
statute which the Senator from Florida 
has brought up. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BALDWIN. As I understand, what 

we are considering would be unlawfUl in 
the sense only that it would create a civil 
liability for damages. It is not unlawful 
in the sense that there would be any 
criminal liability? 

Mr. TAFT. It is unlawful. There may 
be other results arising from it, but there 
would not be a criminal penalty in my 
opinion, because there is no criminal 
p~nalty prescribed in the amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I merely want to call the 

Senator's attention to the fact that the 
use of the word "unlawful" is clearly un
fortunate. There is no necessity for mak
ing an action unlawful in order to make 
the person liable in civil damages. What 
it amounts to is a mere trespass, and 
nothing else; and it is clearly unfortunate 
to use the word "unlawful." 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I think the able 

Senator from New Mexico hit the nail 
on the head when he said that it merely 
makes the person committing the act 
liable in civil damages. I think it is un
fortunate to say that it is unlawful, be
cause the word "unlawful" indicates 
criminality. There is 'nothing in the 
measure which would make such action 
criminal. We have no Federal criminal 
common law. It is true that the defini
tion of a conspiracy at common law was 
a combination of two or more persons to 
do an unlawful act, or to do a lawful act 
unlawfully. But we have no such com
mon law in the Federal law. Therefore 
it is wrong to say, in my opinion, that 
this is an. illegal or unlawful act. The 
amendment merely creates a right of 
action for a trespass or for damages, and 
I am glad the Senator from New Mexico 
raised the point he did. 

Mr. TAFT. If it makes any difference 
to anyone we will handle the matter by 
inserting after the word "unlawful" the 
words "for the purposes of this section." 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. . 
Mr. TAFT. And then the only thing 

uhder this section is the suit for dam
ages. That would be the quickest way 
to handle the matter. . 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, wlll the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. This subject arose when 

we had the Case blll before the Senate 
during the last session of Congress, and 
there was some discussion between the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and 
me as f.o whether or not there was any 
criminal signt(icance to the use of the 
word "unlawful" as it appeared in that 
measure. I thought it was a question of 
significance, and others thought it was 
not. I applied to the legislative coun
sel's office for an opinion, and I shall 
read two or three paragraphs of the 
opinion submitted to me by the legisla
tive counsel: 
Memorandum for Senator PEPPER: 

This memorandum 1s in reply to your re
quest for my opinion as to whether a prose
cution under the conspiracy statute (sec. 
37 of the Criminal Code) would lie with re
spect to a · violation of section 4 (b) of H. R. 
6578 (the ·president's temporary labor b1Il). 

Section 4 (b) of H. R. 6578 reads as fol
lows: 

"(b) On and after the finally effective 
date of any such proclamation, continuation 
of a strike, lock-out, ·slow-down, or any other 
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interruption at any such plant, mine, or fa
cility shall be unlawful." 

Mr. President, there was no penaltY 
provided in the statute. It was simply 
made unlawful; but no criminal penalty 
provided thereafter in the bill. 

The memorandum continues: 
Section 37 of the Criminal Code (18 U. S. 

C. 88) provides: 
"If two or more persons conspire either to 

commit any cffense against the United States, 
or to defraud the United States in any man
ner or for any purpose, and one or more of 
such parties do any act to effect the uoj ~ct 
of the conspiracy, each of the parties to such 
conspiracy shall be fined not more t11an 
$10,000, or imprisoned not more than 2 years, 
or both." 

This is the conclusion of the legisla
tive coun§eL 

In conclusion, it may be st ated generally 
that the conspiracy statute (sec. 37 of the 
Criminal Code) covers to all intents and 
purposes the situation you h ad in mind when 
you stated that there was a general criminal 
statute to punish persons for conti11ning a 
strike made unlawful by section 4 (b). 
While the conspiracy statute applies only to 
two or more persons acting in concert, a con
tinuation of a strike, slow-down, or other 
stoppage of work referred to in said section 4 
(b) will of necessity be concerted action on 
the part of a labor union and its members 
and will subject its officers and members to 
a criminal prosecution for conspiracy. 

That memorandum was inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on August 2, 1946, 
and appears on page 10732 of the RECORD, 
if Senators care to see the entire memo
randum. 

Mr. TAFT. However, when tpis 
amendment deals with labc organiza
tions and the only unlawfulness is for a 
labor organization to do something, in 
my opinion the labor organization is not 
a conspirator, and the conspiracy statute 
does not apply to it unless two or more 
labor organizations are involved. I be
lieve that the simplest way to take care 
of the matter is to insert in line 2 on 
page 1, after the words "it shall be un
lawful", the words "for the purposes of 
this section only." I have no intention 
of subjecting them to criminal liability. 
I now ·modify the amendment by insert
ing in line 2 on page 1, after the words 
"it shall be unlawful", the words ''for 
the purposes of this section only." 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I do not want to leave 

the Senator under a misapprehension. 
I am not in favor of the damage suit 
part of the amendment. I do not see 
anything to be gained by declaring such 
an act to be unlawful in any respect. If 
the Senator wishes to give thl! commis
sion of some acts legal significance and 
make them the subject of a suit for 
damages, he can do so without running 
the risk of becoming involved with the 
question of criminal prosecution by leav
ing out the declaration of unlawfulness 
altogether and either calling it an unfair 
labor practice, as we do in the body of the 
bill, or simply say that the commission 
of such acts shall be the basis for suits 
in the Federal courts. 

Mr. TAFT. Is not that what I do 
when I say that it shall be unlawful for 
the purposes of this· section? Does not 

that cover the case? It is not unlawful 
for any other purpose. 

Mr. PEPPER. Of course, an act does 
not have to be unlawful to be the basis 
of a civil suit. If all the Senator is seek
ing to accomplish is to lay the predicate 
for a civil suit, I see no reason why he 
has to use the language of criminality, 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think it is neces
sary, but I do net see what harm it does, 
if we make it clear that it applies only 
to this section. There is no criminal 
penalty in the section. 

I now have before me the President's 
message. He refers first to jurisdic
tional strikes. He says: 

I consider jurisdictional strikes indefensi
ble. Legislation tq prevent such strikes is 
clearly desirable. 

The second unjustified practice is the sec
ondary boycott when used to further juris
dictional disputes or to compel employers to 
violate the National Labor Relations Act. 

The third item relates to breach of con
tract. 

So the President himself has stated, in 
a general way, that this type of action is 
unjustifiable. I would have no great ob
jection to making it a criminal offense. 
But certainly that is not this proposal. 
As modified, the amendment would sim
ply provide that "it shall be unlawful 
for the purposes of this section"; and 
this section is for the purpose of provid
ing the remedy of a civil suit for damages. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
pr_opose an amendment to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT]. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish to address myself 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio, but I defer to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, to the 
pending amendment I offer an amend
ment which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 

Mr PEPPER. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Vermont wish to offer the 
amendment now? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. If the Senator 
from Florida, with the consent of the 
Chair, will grant me a couple of min
utes I will say that the amendment which 
I am offering to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] is 
to meet and partially correct one of the 
worst evils existing in · the industrial 
strife in recent years. We have had re
ports for many years of cases involving 
farmers who have worked through the 
year raising a crop and have taken it 

- to market, only to run into a secondary 
boycott or a jurisdictional strike in ex
istence at the place at which they were 
supposed to deliver the crop. Conse
quently they have lost it. I do not believe 
that the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Ohio would afford much pro
tection to the average farmer. He might 
lose a load of produce worth $500 and 
would have the privilege of suing to re
cover damages, but he would not have 
a moral certainty of recovering $500. It 
would be eaten up in lawyers' and court 
fees. What the farmer wants is to be 
able to deliver his produce to market and 
not be turned back when he gets to the 
city terminal with it. 

For that reason I offer an amendment 
which, I admit, is class legislation. It 

provides for something that I do not like, 
but it does provide that if when the 
farmer reaches market he runs into a 
jurisdictional strike which prevents his 
unloading his season's crop he may ap
peal to the courts for an injunction per
mitting him to unload that which he has 
brought to market. I admit that I do 
not !.ike to do it; I do nc.t like injunctions; 
but we have searched everywhere to find 
a remedy for a condition which has vic
timized the innocent and deserving 
people who raise produce. 

If the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Ohio is adopted, I think it 
ought to afford some real protection to 
the farmer so far as it is · possible to 
afford such protection by legislation. 
, Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT: I understand the Senator 

is proposing to restore the injunctive 
process in certain special cases. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct; in the 
case of perishable farm produce, such as 
fruit, vegetables, and dairy products; 
nothing else. 

I ask that my amendment be stated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the amendment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 

amend the amendmeilt of the Senator 
from Ohio by adding at the end thereof. 
a new subsection (c) as follows: 

SEc. 303. (c) Whenever any violation of 
subsection (a) causes or threatens to cause 
d~struction, spoilage, or deterioration of any 
perishable agricultural commodity (includ
ing but not limited to any meat, fruit, vege
table, or dairy product) , the district courts 
of the United States have jurisdiction, in 
proceedings instituted by any person suffer
ing or threatened with loss or damage by. 
reason of such destruction, spoilage, or de
terioration, to prevent and restrain viola
tions of such subsection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. The S3nator from Ver
mont is yielding the floor. I think the 
Senator from Florida had it, anyway. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 
recall exactly the terms of it, but last 
year we passed the Hobbs bill, the so
called antiracketeering bill, which gave 
jurisdiction to the Federal court to act 
with respect to interruptions of and in
terference with people delivering their 
goods, in the way I think the Senator 
from Vermont has in mind. I was won
dering if, since the Federal court has 
jurisdiction of that kind of an affair and 
the local authorities have jurisdiction 
to prevent such an act in the course of 
the administration of the ordinary crim
inal law, the Senator feels it is neces
sary to add the further restoration of 
the injunctive process which his amend
ment contemplates. 

Mr. AIKEN. As the Senator from Ver
mont recalls, the Hobbs bill made it a 
felony to interfere with anyone travel
ing along the highway to market. 

Mr. PEPPER. It was intended to reach 
the situation which the Senator from 
Vermont apparently has in mind. 

Mr. AIKEN. It was thought that it 
would cure the condition. However, it 
has developed that the Hobbs bill was 
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not worth the paper upon which it was 
written, so fa:r as affording any protec
tion to the farmer was concerned, be
cause the farmer is not molested in tak
ing his crop to the market, but when he 
arrives there may find that the commis
sion man has an agreement for a closed 
shop, and the farmer cannot unload his 
produce, and therefore is turned back. 
Therefore he is in the same position as 
he was before. 

The Senator from Vermont regrets 
very much that he has to propose any
thing of this nature. Frankly, I do not 
know whether it will work. It is very 
difficult to correct by legislation any of 
these evils. It is very difficult to write 
legislation which some "slick" lawyer 
cannot get around. But it seems to me 
that if we are attempting to give pro
tection to other persons we should try 
in some way to afford protection to the 
producer. I know that a great many 
large corporations producing perishable 
foods are well able to look out for them
selves, but I also know that the ones I 
have in mind are not producers of that 
kind. My amendment is to protect small 
producers who probably do not produce 
"Over a thousand dollars' worth in a year, 
and they cannot afford to lose it. If they 
lose it they cannot afford to go to the 
court to recover damages. I do not know. 
whether this amendment would help 
them; it is simply an effort to do some
thing to remedy the situation. 

Mr PEPPER. I am sure we are all 
sympathetic toward what the Senator 
from Vermont has in mind. I am glad 
he has made it clear that he is Iiot at
tempting to restrain interference, in the 
sense of violence, in connection with the 
delivery of · farm produce to market. 
What he is trying to enjpin is the stop
ping of work or asking others to stop 
work in connection with what they Le
lieve to be a legitimate objective relating 
to their own welfare. The Senator's 
amendment seems to me to have the vice 
which the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota had, except that 
it is limited to cases in which the com
modity involved is a farm commodity and 
is not applied to the situation generally. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield a moment? I think 
there is an important point to be brought 
out here. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. HAWKES. Of course, I believe 

that the abuse the Senator from Ver
mont has in mind should be corrected. 
But let me ask a question. In addition 
to fruit or dairy products or other farm 
products which will spoil if they cannot 
be unloaded promptly, how about the 
manufacturing plants which have raw 
materials which do not come from a 
farm, but are in process or ready to go 
in process, and will be ruined unless they 
are promptly processed? Unless the op
erations of the plant continue, those ma
terials will be destroyed, thus causing 
losses to the extent of thousands upon 
thousands of dollars. Such operations 
constitute another segment of our Ameri
can life, aside from the farmer. How 
about a jurisdictional strike w.hich stops 
that process, but as to which a citizen 
c.annot obtain the injunctive relief which 

the Senator from Vermont seeks to make 
available to the farmer? 

Before the Senator answers, let me say 
that I am very much in favor of what 
the Senator from Vermont has requested, 
and that is why I voted for the Ball 
amendment. I think injunctive relief 
should be available whenever someone 
unlawfully or illegally ·or without provo
cation interferes with the carrying on of 
legitimate activities, and I think that 
such injunctive relief should be available 
prior to the institution of a suit for the 
protection of property and property 
rights. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield, to permit me 
to answer the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Let me say that I be

lieve that nonperishables are taken care 
of in the bill, through the provision that 
the National Labor Relations Board 
shall have the right to apply for an in
junction. But in the case of perishables, 
it is almost essential that relief ·be ob
tained immediately. A matter of hours, · 
not a matter of days, is involved. 

Mr. HAWKES. But the Senator from 
Vermont has not answered the point 
raised by me. I happen to be familiar 
with (.;ertain processes in certain fac
tories which must proceed without de
lay; and if they do not do so, thousands 
upon thousands of dollars' worth of ma
terial is ruined. The situation in regard 
to such . plants is the same as the situa
tion in the· case of perishable fruits. The 
relief that is afforded by the bill is 
available both to the farmer and the 
manufacturer, but it is not available by 
means of the injunctive process. The 
Ball amendment, for which I just voted, 
would have given such relief to all with
out discrimination. 

Mr. AIKEN. I believe we would be 
justified in giving the relief to the small 
producers who need the help of the 
Congress. I realize the truth of what 
the Senator from New Jersey has said, 
but I do not care to open up the whole 
question of injunctions. 

My proposal is simply a desperate ef
fort to help remedy one of the worst evils 
facing the people of the United States in
sofar as union activities are concerned. 
I think the unions themselves should 
have cleaned up the matter long ago, so 
as not to force the Congress to make 
legislative provision of the sort I have 
suggested. However, that has not been 
done. The Hobbs Act, as I have said, 
turned out to be worth no more than 
the Petrillo Act, which seems to be worth 
nothing at all. 

.Although I do not like to have the 
Congress take the step I have proposed, 
I think it is justified. I think we are 
justified in offering some relief or try
ing to obtain some relief for these small 
agricultural producers, many of whom 
sometimes pool their crops and send 
them to the market together, simply be
cause they cannot even afford a truck of 
their own, in which to send their own 
crop to market. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Florida will further yield· 
to me, let me say that I wish the Senator 
from Vermont to realize that I am not 

talking about big business. The Senator 
from Vermont said he wished to protect 
the little people. I . can take the Senator 
to dozens of tiny manufacturing estab
lishments which are living from hand to 
mouth, with their very existence in the 
balance: they are trying to make a suc
cess, and they are affected by conditions 
which we have been discussing. 

I should like to say that during the 
past several weeks many labor leaders 
and representatives of labor organiza
tions have called. to see me, but I have 
not heard ·a single labor leader say that 
in his own mind and heart he believed a 
jurisdictional strike was justified. Every 
one of them to whom I have talked has 
said very definitely that some way should 
be found to control and stop jurisdic
tional strikes. That shows that almost 
the entire country recognizes the evil of 
such procedures. 

I think the labor organizations would 
like to handle the jurisdictional strike 
situation themselves, by having some 
kind of a czar. But they have had czars, 
without materially affecting the situa
tion complained of. That is the reason 
why we are trying to provide a remedy 
in the interest of all the American people. 

Mr. President, there is no ill-feeling 
about this matter. If the great economy 
of the United States is to move forward 
and do the things which must be done 
in order to make it possible for our Na
tion to carry out successfully all the plans 
we have for activities in the domestic 
field as well as those to which we are 
committed in the foreign field, we must 
make sure that no group in America has 
the power to stop our economic and in
dustrial machine from working. 

Mr. PEPPER. As I have said, all of 
us are exceptionally sympathetic to the 
suggestion which has been made by the 
Senator from Vermont. All of us regard 
it as despicaiJle to make any man suffer 
loss, especially the farmers of the coun
try who are bringing perishable products 
to the market. On the other hand, if 
the farmers associate themselves to
gether and determine not to bring their 
products to the market on a certain day, 
I do not know of any injunction which 
could be issued against them on behalf 
of a canning plant or a manufacturer 
who might sustain some loss from their 
action in that respect. 

I believe that some way should be 
worked out to prevent interference with 
the action of farmers in disposing of 
their products. We have a local law 
which makes certain acts criminal, and 
now the Congress is enacting Federal 
legislation to make certain actions crim
inal. 

But in the present instance, I fear 
that the Senator from Vermont wishes 
to do what the amendment of the Sen
ator from Minnes.ota [Mr. BALL] would 
have done, namely, to put into the hands 
of private parties the power to have 
injunctions issued against the exercise of 
the rights which they feel strongly about, 
such as the rights of people to talk with 
other citizens in a peaceful way about 
maintaining decent wage standards in 
a given community. 

Mr. President, to give an individual, 
even though he be a farmer, witb all 
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the merit he has, the power to use the 
private injunction in connection with 
this act, in addition to the power which 
the main bill gives by mandatorily re
quiring the regional attorney of the 
National Labor Relations Board to take 
such action, would be in line with the 
kind of practice and the sort of danger 
which the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE] and the Senator from New York 
[Mr. IvEsl and the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY] and other 
Senators condemned on the floor of the 
Senate with respect to the Ball amend
ment. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. What the Senator from 

' vermont is attempting to do is what the 
Committee on Labor attempted to _do 
when it had the Case bill before it 
approximately a year ago. The Senator 
from Florida ·may recall that at that .. 
time I offered an amendment which 
would have covered perishable farm 
products only, and it was accepted py the 
committee. But ·on the floor of the 
Senate that amendment was eliminated 
from the bill. I felt at that time that 
because of the food shortage and for 
other reasons, the President would sign 
the bill if it went no further than that 
amendment'. But, as I have said, when 
the bill reached the floor, the Senate 
decided to toughen it, just as some Sen
ators are attempting to do now in the 
case of the pending bill. 

The consequence at that time was that 
the Case bill was vetoed, the veto was 
subsequently sustained; and the result 
was that no legislation of that sort was 
placed on the statute books. 

That is what I fear will happen in re
spect to the pending measure. I fear 
that if the Sznate goes beyond reason- . 
able limits, the President will be 
thoroughly justified in vetoing the bill, 
and will veto it, and the Congress will 
be justified in sustaining such a veto, 
and will sustain it. 

The amendment I have suggested is 
merely another attempt to do what we 
tried to do last year. Our effort was 
not successful last year, and perhaps it 
will not be successful this year. 

Mr. PEPPER. But, Mr. President, of 
course the Senator from Vermont is 
aware of the fact that the situation at 
which he aims his amendment. is not ig
nored by the main bill, for in the main 
bill it is provided that the regional attor
ney or representative of the National 
Labor Relations Board, upon the filing 
of a complaint that such a practice is 
being engaged in, is mandatorily required 
to seek relief in the courts by way of 
temporary injunction, without notice. 
So the matter is not left without remedy 
in the main bill itself. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, wW the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I say to the distin

guished Senator from Florida that the 
amendment now being offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont- 
and of course ·I am in· agreement with· it, 
because of the principle involved-in de-

gree is exactly what was offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL]. 

Mr. PEPPER. It seems to me so .. 
Mr. WHERRY. It is simply narrowed 

to the question of perishable goods. 
Mr. PEPPER. That·is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. The principle is the 

same. I submit ·to the Senator from 
Florida, in connection with the statement 
he made that we would all like to obtain 
legislation on the particular question, 
that what the Senator from Vermont is 
attempting to do could have been accom
plished by the Ball amendment. That is 
why I voted for the Ball amendment, and 
I submit to the Senator from Florida 
whether it is not true that those who 
could have taken care of themselves with 
the Ball amendment on the books would 
have been hurt either way. It was the 
ideal legislation to give the r.elief the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont is 
asking for in the amendment. How 
could legislation be drafted to give the 
aid the Senator from Vermont is seeking 
now, in words simpler or less , objection
able than those contained in the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BALL]? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I will 
say for the Senator from Florida that I 
do not accept_ the basic prellfise of the 
Senator from Minnesota or the Senator 
from Vermont, that it is necessary to 
l1...ave injunctive relief in any case. In 
fact, I oppose injunctive . relief; in fact, 
I even oppose making the act we are con
sfdering the basis of a suit at law, as the 
Senator from Ohio suggests, because I 
think American citizerls who are dis
satisfied with wage conditions in a com
munity, with the recognition of organi
zations of workers in a given area, have 
a right, as citizens, to go to another group 
of men and ask their cooperation in a 
common aim, a common objective. That 
is what is outlawed by the bill itself, and 
it is proposed to be made the subject of 
civil _suit by the Senator from Ohio, and 
now the basis of an injunction by the 

,,.. Senator from Vermont. 
I think farmers are also interested in 

certain basic rights of American citizens. 
/ They have a right to go to fellow farmers 
in a community. and say, "Let us not 
patronize A because he is unfair to 
farmers." They have a perfect right to 
pass him by and go down the street and 
patronize merchant B. I think workers 
have the same right. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is the farmer 
going to do who has to deliver milk in a 
metropolitan center, when he is s"'topped 
at the city limits and his truck is upset 
and he loses his milk? What relief has 
he? 

Mr. PEPPER. If someone upsets his 
truck and spills his milk? -

Mr. WHERRY. What is his relief-a 
suit for civil damages? 

Mr. PEPPER. No; that is a criminal 
offense under local law, and under the 
Hobbs law, and whoever did it could be 
indicted; or made the subject of an in
formation filed m a local court, or in a 
Federal court, and could be put in jail, 
·if the jury found him guilty, or he might 
be put in the penitentiary. 
· Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
for that answer. That is exactly what 
the small man has to do, and the Senator 

well knows that in Florida the farmer 
who has had that experience is put to 
the test of employin-g a lawyer, going to 
court, and paying the ~expenses. If he 
gets no recovery, he loses. Why. not give 
him the injunctive relief, as provided in 
the Ball amendment, and not compel 
him to go through a civil court in order 
to get relief in the way of damages? 

Mr. PEPPER. In the first place, I 
think it is the general opinion that resort 
to the injunction in the settlement of 
labor disputes is dangerous practice. 
The Norris-LaGuardia Act condemned it, 
and if we liberalize that prohibition at 
all, it could be narrowed in the most 
severe way. 

In the second place, while all of us 
respect the farmer, recognize his incom
parable value to the country, and his 
special r~ghts and interests, yet it is cer
tainly not good public policy to say that 
the farmer can have legal damages which, 
other people similarly injured cannot en
joy. That is not impartial administra-
tion of ~he law. . 

The Ball amendment would have given 
the right to use the .injunction to the 
manufacturer who is hurt, to the busi
nessman who is hurt, or to the farmer 
who is hurt. The Senate rejected that 
amendment. The Senator from Ohio 
said the Senate should reject it. Now 
the Senator from Vermont wants to give 
this remedy to · the f.armer but.· not give 
it to the manufacturer and to others 
who"might sustain similar injuries. 

As sympathetic as· I am with what the 
Senator from Vermont is trying to ac
complish, I believe that the right of crim
inal prosecution of the wrongdoer in the 
local courts and in the Federal courts
making it an unfair labor practice in the 
bill itself, making it the duty to a repre
sentative of the National Labor Relations 
Board to bring temporary injunctive ac
tion without notice---was reasonable. 

Mr. WHERRY. In other words, what 
the distinguished Senator is saying is 
that the only relief the farmer has under 
the present statutes, or even under the 
Taft amendment, would be to go to the 
National Labor Relations Board and there 
depend upon their decision as to whether 
injunctive relief would lie. 

Mr. PEPPER. No; Mr. President, he 
does not have to go to the Board under 
section 10 (1). He has to bring a com
plaint to the notice of the regional at
torney. 

Mr. WHERRY. Which means going to 
the Board, and he does not know whether 
the Board will be in my home town or 
Omaha or Fremont, Nebr. It might be 
in Kansas City, Mo., and there is a man 
with a load of milk which he cannot even 
get into Omaha, who has no relief except 
in the way of civil damages, which he has 
to prove in coqrt. 

The distingUished Senator knows, as 
well as I do, that the small farmer or the 
small businessman does not have the 
legal representation. He does not have 
the contacts. I know the distinguished 
Senator is not worrying about those who 
are perfectly able to take care of them
selves. That is why the amendment does 

-not hurt .them any .. But it is the ,small 
. operators, the small businessman, the 
farmers, and· those who have perishable 

: goods, who should have some sort of re-· · 
lief other than money damages which 
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they may obtain "at the end of a ·lawsuit 
in some court. n is true t:Jat a form of 
injunctive relief may be had upon the 
determination of some Government law
yer, but the Senator will agree with me 
that that process involves delay. It 
takes time, and by the time relief would 
·come, I submit to the Senator, it would 
not be of benefit to ~he producers of 
farm products, who would obtain relief 
under the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. PEPPER. I have no disposition to 
oppose with any acrimony or severity the 
amendment rsf the Senator from Ver
mont. I merely thought it was bad policy 
to pick out one class of ou citizens, 
meritorious as they are, and deny relief 
to other people. But if the Senator feels 
that way about it, it is perfectly all right 
with me. 

Mr. WHERRY. I want the RECORD to 
show that I agree \;Vith the Senator that 
it is class legislation, and that the princi
ple involved in the amendment is identi
cal with .the principle of the Ball amend
ment. I voted for the Ball amendment. 
Those who can take care of themselves, 
and have the m'omiy, the big manufac
turers and the big unions, can get along. 
it is the sman people, like the farmers, 
who come in between cross-fires and need 
relief, who should be con.sidered. I voted 
for the Ball amendment because it did 
establish a general principle. It did not 
include class legislation, but it did give 
relief to those I have been discussing, 
who need protection against the big op
erator, whether it be manufacturer or 
labor. 

Mr. PEPPER. 1 am not sure but that 
the local citizen - the Senator from 
Nebraska describes would have the right 
of injunctive relief in a local court. We 
are simply giving the right in· the Federal 
court, but he still has local machinery 
of which he may avail himself to prevent 
irreparable damage, if he can make a 
showing. It seems to me this would 
bring the matter into Federal jurisdic
tion. 

Mr. WHERRY. 1 agree that there are 
remedies in every State, but we are 
passing a Federal law, ·to give injunctive ·· 
relief. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator would 
probably find the circuit judge closer 
than the· Federal judge in most States, 
and I suggest a man would have a com
plete and adequate remedy in the local 
courts. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
·Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I think it is perfectly 

clear that the Senator from Vermont 
has proposed class legislation, and if we 
are to open up the bill in regard to giv-

. ·tng protection in the type · of cases to 
which he refers, then we might jUst as 
well go back to the Ball amendment and 
adopt the Ball amendment, and do away 
with the Norris-LaGuardia Act. If we 
adopt this amendment we should say 
directly that what we want to do ·now is 
to throw all these matters into the Fed
eral courts, with all the problems 
created by having them handled in the 
Federal courts as they were prior to the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act~ 

The second point I want to make, and 
I think it a very important one--one to 
which I think the farmers should give 
heed-is that if the bill only could be 
enacted as it came from the committee, 
salutary precedents will be established 
very shortly after it is put into opera
tion to the end of checking these union 
practices which do such injustice to the 
farmers. What is going to happen, as the 
committee bill is administered, if we suc
ceed in making it the law of the land, is 
that the National Labor Relations Board 
will make it clear to unions, in the course 
of a very few months, that the type of 
practices to which the Senator from 
Vermont is objecting will not be toler
ated. Any union that is found to be a 
party, directly or indirectly, to such 
practices, is going to find itself subject 
to the jurisdiction of the National Labor 

· Relations Board. It is going to be made 
very clear that that sort of union conduct 
of which the Senator from Vermont com
plains will not be· tolerated. If the 
union then proceeds to defy the National 
Relations Board, under our bill the Board 
will be required to go into . the Federal 
courts to see to it that 'the union or its 
officials are brought to account for such 
conduct. 

It is said that our bill does not have 
teeth. If a few union leaders were to be 
held in contempt for defiance of court 
decrees enforcing the decisions of the 
National Labor Relations Board, . or for 
·violation of injunctions, they will know 
just what teeth there are in the bill. 

I think the thing that is ·being over
looked now in the attempt to get the 
Senate to pa~s class legislation, is that 
wh~t is needed of ·course is to get a p·at
tern of precedents laid down under the 
committee bill, which I am sure the 
National Labor Relations Board will lay 
down very quickly. Once they are es
tablished, I think farmers are going to . 
find that, without regard to class legis
lation, a measure has been passed pro
viding a procedure that will give them 
the remedies they need. I can think of 
a good many other employers or · of a· 
good many other industries that would 
like to have the type of special legisla
tion that is now proposed by the Senator 
from Vermont for the benefit of pro
ducers of perishable goods. The goods 
may not be so perishable as farm prod
ucts but the producers of them suffer 
loss in so-called "hot cargo" cases, too. 
Let us take for example the lumber in
dustry. It is confronted with a great 
many "hot cargo'' cases, but &~>ecialleg. 
islation over and above the comri11ttee 
bill is not needed to meet the problem. 
I want to make the point that under the 
procedure provided for in the bill, the 
so-called "hot cargo" cases are very well 

·handled. The same applies to other 
cases in which certain unions resort to 
the type of tactics to which the Senator 
from Vermont refers, and which I de
plore as much as does the Senator. It 
was because of my opposition to those 
tactics that I proposed in the committee 
the procedure that is found in the com
mittee bill on secondary 'boycotts and 
jurisdicfiona\ disputes. , 

If the Senator will indulge me, may I 
say further that I ·think all the discus-

sion, the amendments that are now pro
posed, and the corrections that have been 
made here on the floor of the Senate to 
the pending amendment, show that 
her_e is a problem that ought to be re
ferred for further study to the commit
tee proposed in another section of the 
committee bill I think the pending 
Taft amendment is a perfect example of 
hastily devised legislation. I think the 
problem involved in it ought to go back 
to committee. I think we o,ught to take 
the committee bill and stop muddying 
the water, so to speak, by adding more 
and· more amendments to it. 

I want to ask the Senator from Florida 
a question as to the possibility of addi
tional legal difficulties developing be
cause of the amendment, even as pres
ently written. The Senator from Ohio 
has added, ·following the word "unlaw
ful," certain language. I do not have 
the amendment before me. 

Mr. TAFT. After the word ·•unlaw
ful," there were inserted the words "for 
·the purposes of this section only." 

Mr. MORSE. The legal question I 
want to direct to the Senator from 
Florida is this: Does he think that by 
the use of the word "unlawful"-whether 
it is ''for the purposes of tbis section 
only," or anything else--there is restored 
to the individual citizen the right to 
seek injunctive relief? Since the amend
ment does · not go on to provide that, 
there is no intention on the part of the 
proponents of the amendment to pre
vent employers from seeking injunctions · 
i:h secondary boycott cases, I am· inclined 
to believe that a very good legal argu
ment can be made-and it wiJl certainly 
have to be litigated to final ·Supreme 
Court decision, it seems to me-that by 
the very use of the word "unlawful" in 
the amendment, unless it be further re
stricted, there is automatically restored 
to the employer injunctive relief. ·In 
other words, the Taft amendment indi
rectly repeals the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
insofar as the conduct of unions covered 
by the amendment is concerned. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I have 
already stated that I think the word 
"unlawful" is adapted to the criminal 
law, not to the civil law. 

Mr. MORSE. I am not referring to 
the point dealing with conspiracy. 

Mr. PEPPER. I understand that. ·It 
is an improper use of language in this 
section. The Senator from Oregon may 
be correct in his view that it will have 
the effect, or will probably have the effect 
of restoring to the individual the right 
to injunctive process, which was not true 
of the Ball amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. I put this hypothetical 
point to the Senator from Florida. Let 
us assume a statute says that certain 
conduct shall be unlawful. It appears 
that a union is going to engage in that 
type of conduct, and is threatening to 
interfere with the shipment of my goods 
to market; in other words the union is 
threatening to commit acts that have 
been declared unlawful in the statute. 
Do I not have the right then to go into 
court and ask to have that conduct en
joined then and there on the ground 
that the statute, without in any way re
stricting my remedy to Injunctive relief, 

/ 
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says that such conduct shall be unlaw
ful. In other words, will not employers be 
able to go directly into court and receive 
injunctions under this amendment? If 
so then I wonder why the author of the 
amendment does not make that remedy 
perfectly clear in the amendment. I am 
sure many Senators would not vote for 
the amendment if they knew that there 
is a great legal probability that it will 
circumvent the Norris-LaGuardia Act in 
a very material respect. 

Mr. PEPPER. I'hcre is no doubt of 
the injunctive power to restrain the com
mission of an unlawful act. 011e ·wh,o 
might show damage from the unlawftft 
act it seems to me might well be heard 
and might weli have a case in the local 
courts. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I want to point out that 

there is no law against courts issuing in
junctions. We are using a rather gen
eral term here. Of course, a court may 
always issue an injunction in ~or..nection 
with a lawsuit except as limited by the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. That is the 
whole question. I really question 
whether the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont accomplishes anything, 
because all it does is to give jurisciiction 
to the United States district court to en
join the acts which result in the destruc
tion cf perishable goods. They already 
have jurisdiction so far as that ts con
cerned, it seems to me; but they have 
jurisdiction subject to the provisions o~ 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

The real questiot'!. at issue, when it 
comes to injunctions is, Do we suspend 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act or not? Un
der the Ball amendment, the Norris
LaGuardi&. Act would have been sus
pended. That is .the whole question, as 
I see it. That is the reason I yielded
my position, because the feeling, the 

.sentiment against suspending the Norris
LaGuardia Act was so strong. But the 
question of whether courts hav~ jurisdic
tion may be answered by saying they 
have jurisdiction still under the Norris
LaGuardia Act. They can issue injunc
tions in any labor dispute, but they have 
to comply with very strict p 1 ovision.:.;. I 
really do not think when the Senator 
from Vermont offers an amendment to 
give jurisdiction, without any reference 
to the Norris-LaGuardia Act that he is 
in any way changing the legal situation 
of those who are injured under those cir
cumstances. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ver

mont wishes to say that the purpose of 
his amendment must be clear. It is his 
expectation that the bill will go to a com
mittee of conference, and the Senator 
from Ohio will be a member of that com
mittee. So long as the purpose of my 
amendment is absolutely clear. whether 
the terminology is correct or not, the S8n
ator from Vermont is convinced that the 
Senator from Ohio and other Senators 
will be able to find the proper wording to 
make the amendment effective. 

As I previously stated, if anyone can 
find any other way of correcting this evil 

which labor unions themselves must have 
been aware of, I would welcome such a 
suggestion. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl 
has stated that if the Senate committee 
bill could be passed and become law-and 
I think it could become law if the Senate 
would be willing to accept it as it carne 
from the committee and would adhere to 
such decision#in conference-that proba
bly it would work out as the Senator 
stated. It has become apparent here that 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Ohio is offered for the purpose of 
affording protection to a great many peo
ple, but I do not believe his amendment 
does protect the producer of perishable 
farm products, as it ought to. If the 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio 
.is to be adopted I want some protection 
for the farmer to be adopted with it. 
That is the reason I offered my amend
ment to his amendment. If anyone can 
guarantee that the bill as it carne from 
the Senate committee can become law I 
think that would probably be as just a 
law as we could work out, and, as the 
Senator from Oregon has said, through 
interpretations and so on and so forth. 
_whatever the lawyers call them, it could 
be made into the rr.ost effective and just 
labor law that any country in the world 
has ever had. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida permit me just one 
or two minutes? 

Mr.'PEPPER. Yes, I shall be glad to; 
if the Senator will allow me to make one 
observation first. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall be very happy to 
do ·so. 

Mr. PEPPEl\.. The most effective way 
to prevent injury of the sort contem
plated by the Senator from Vermont is 
for the workers · on the farm and the 
workers in the factories to recognize that 
each has a common interest with the 
other; that they are all working toward 
the common good, and that they will 
respect each other's legitimate interests 
and objectives. 

Mr. President, none of the laws we 
1 pass is going to be a substitute for the 
necessity of the worker and the farmer 
recognizing the common interest they 
have and working together for the in
dividual as well as the public good. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I agree 
absolutely with what the Senator from 
Florida has said. The Senator from 
Florida knows as well as I know that 
millions and millions of dollars are spent 
annually to keep workers and farmers 
from realtzing their interdependency. 

Mr. PEPPER. The effort is made to 
separate them~ 

Mr. AIKEN. And until we have the 
realization on the part of both of their 
common interest, we are going to have 
each one striving for advantage for him
self. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, with the 
indulgen~e of the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT], I want to discuss his amend
ment very briefly from the standpoint 
of legislative intent, because I a:rn very 
much of the opinion that because of the 
language to which I have' referred, we 
are going to find in the future some in
teresting litigation over it. Therefore, 
I want to point out certain facts, and 

it will take me only a few minutes, I will 
say to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I rose anyway to~ ad
dress myself to the principal amendment. 
the Taft amendment, and I will take my 
seat until the discussion on the Aiken 
amendment to the Taft amendment has 
been completed. Then I wish to address 
myelf to the Taft amendment first. 

Mr. MORSE. What I was pointing 
out, Mr. President, was that I think we 
need to take note of the fact that we are 
dealing with an amendment which in the 
first sentence provides: 

It shall be unlawful for the purposes of 
this section, in an industry or activity af
fecting commerce, for any labor organization 
to engage in. or to induce or to encourage-

Then the amendment proceeds to set 
out the terms in great detail, as we do 
in the committee bill. In fact as I read 
it, it is identical, as far as the definitive 
terms are concerned, with the committee 
bill on secondary boycotts and jurisdi.c
tional strikes. It provides: 

It shall be unlawful for any labor organiza
tion to engage in-

And if any labor organization engages 
in any of those practices, tl}en the pur
pose of the amendment is to give to the 
employer or anyone damaged by such 
conduc~. the right to sue for civil dam
ages. 

My legal contention is that if it makes 
certain conduct unlawful. then the indi
vidual employer does not have to wait 
until the damage accrues, but that there 
is inherent within his rights under the 
legal concept "unlawful," once we make 
it unlawful in this sense, the right to go 
into court and then and there secure an 
injunction. If that argument should be 
sustained by a court-and I am satisfied, 
Mr. President. that it is a suffj.ciently 
strong legal argument so as to make it 
necessary in the final analysis for a 
Supreme Court determination-the E-f
fect will be indirectly as to the type of 
conduct covered by the amendment. to 
repeal the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

So in my ,Judgment it would not only 
be giving to the employer in this case 
the right to bring suit for civil damages, 
but if the employer sees the danger of 
those damages developing because of 
threatened conduct on the part of the 
labor organization to do any of the 
things provided for within this measure, 
he certainly ought to have the right, un
less there is further restrictive language 
placed in the amendment, to go into a 
court and say "Stop this oncoming ir
reparable damage which I see pointed 
in my direction." Hence I think there 
are two things I should like to have 
cleared up. 

First, I should like to kqow whether 
or not it is the intention and the con
templation of the Senator from Ohio · 
[Mr. TAFT] to accomplish the purpose · 
by the amendment .of giving the em
ployer such a remedy, because I think it 
is important to get that into the RECORD 
now for future court interpretation as 
to congressional intent. 

My second point is that irrespective 
of what intent we may express here this 
afternoon, it still remains within the 
province of the court to determine 
whether a citizen under this .section has 
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the right to secure injunctive relief un
less we specifically, in language definite 
and certain. provide in the am.endment 
that such a right shall not be given to 
him, but that the provisions of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act shall prevail. 
That is not so stated in the amend
ment. In the absence of such words of 
limitation I think such an injunctive 
right will accrue. 

The last word I want to say is again 
in reference to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN]. I think we ought to wait to 
see how the procedure of the committee 
bill will work out in regard to check
ing the abuses of secondary boycotts and 
jurisdictional disputes. That is why, Mr. 
President, I repeat, I think the amend
ment ought to go back to committee. 
It should not be passed upon by the 
Senate this afternoon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
to the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]. 

Mr. AIKEN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum: 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hawkes Murray 
Baldwin Hayden ·Myers 
Ball Hickenlooper O'Conor 
Brewster HUl O'Danlel 
Bricker Hoey Overton 
Bridges Holland Pepper 
Brooks Ives Reed 
Buck Jenner Revercomb 
BUEhfield Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va. 
Butler Johnston, S. C. Robertson, Wyo. 
-Byrd Kem Rus<>ell 
Cain Kilgore Saltonstall 
Capehart Knowland Smith 
Capper Langer Sparkman 
Connally Lodge Stewart 
Cooper Lucas Taft 
Cordon McCarran Taylor 
Donnell McCarthy Thomas, Okla. 
Downey McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Dworshak McParland Thye 
Eastland McGrath Tydings 
Ecton McKellar Um.&'tead 
Ellender McMahon Vandenberg 
Ferguson Magnuson Wagner 
Flanders Malone Watkins 
Fulhrigllt Martin Wherry 
George Maybank Wiley 
Green Millikin Williams 
Gurney Moore Wilson 
Hatch Morse Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ninety 
Senators have answered to their names. 
A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] to the amendment 
of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
as modified. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to make a few remarks on the pend
ing amendment. 

From an examination of section 7 of 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act. I am of the 
opinion, after reading that section and 
reading the amendment, that the amend
ment cannot accomplish anything. Sec
tion 7 of the Norris-LaGuardia Act is not 
repealed or modified in any way. To add 
this amendment would not accomplish 
anything. For that reason I shall be 
compelled to vote against it in its pres
ent form. 

Mr. 'l~INGS. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the author of the pro
posed amendment if the effect of it is 
not limited to fann produce only? 

Mr. AIKEN. It is limited to perishable 
farm produce. The producers of other 
products have recourse to the National 
Labor Relations Board. But the Senator 
from Maryland knows that if a farmer 
on the Eastern Shore of Maryland starts 
out for New York with a truckload of 
strawberries and runs into a jurisdic
tional strike, he cannot come back to 
Washington and go before the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. For the reasons I am 

about to indicate I am opposing the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ohio. My purpose in rising 
was to suggest a question of fundamental 
right. If the Senator's approach to this 
problem is fair in the case of farmers, 
why would it not be fair likewise in the 
case of a furniture manufacturer who is 
taking a loa~ of furniture from his plant 

. to the city, or in the case of a lumber 
manufacturer who is taking a load of 
lumber from his mill to the city? In my 
State men in both categories have been 
held up. In my opinion, if what is 
sought to be reached by the amendxnent 
offered by the Senator involves a matter 
of fundamental right, it seems to me 
that we are getting into the field of class 
legislation if we say, "You shaH not do 
this, provided there is involved such a.nd 
such produce, but you may do it if it 
involves any other kind of produce." My 
point is that we should approach this 
matter on the basis of what is right and 
what is wrong. 

If it is right for a farmer to take his 
produce from the Eastern Shore of 
Maryland or from the Senator's State 
to New York City without being inter
rupted by anyone, then it is equally right, 
if this is a free country, that a manufac
turer of any other product should have 
the !lrivilege of delivering his goods to a 
customer who has entered into an hon
est arrangement to buy those goods. I 
hope the Senator from Vermont will not 
limit his amendl:nent, or, if ·lt be limited, 
I hope the iimitation will be voted down. 
We ought to guarantee to everyone in 
this country who abides by the law the 
chance to sell the goods he produces 
without the interference of anyone. If 
we do not do that there is no use passing 
the Greek-Turkish loans or anything 
else. We might as well go all the way 
overboard. 

Mr. AIKEN. In regard to not limiting 
the amendment, the Senator from Ver
mont called attention to the fact that 
the Senate voted down the Ball amend
ment which provided for injunction ap
-plicable to everyone. Ti1ere is a great 
deal of difference between a load of 
strawberries and a load of furniture. 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; there 1s not. 
Mr. AIYEN. Yes; there is. 
Mr. TYDINGS. If I am delivering fur

niture to the Senator from Vermont and 
taking it along the public highway, no 

man in this Republic has a right to stop 
me and interfere with its delivery. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am not speaking about 
taking it along the public highway. My 
amendment does not refer to taking it 
along the public h:i.shway. That matter 
was supposed to have been taken care 
of by the Hobbs bill which was passed 
last year. Here is the situation. When 
the farmers on the Eastern Shore grow 
a crop of strawberries, the berries become 
ripe when nature determines. They can
not be left in the field for perhaps a 
week. They must be loaded on trucks 
and taken to the city, where they must 
be unloaded and disposed of within 3 or 
4 or 5 hours. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I realize all that. 
-That is an argument of expediency; it 
is not an argument of principle. I t has 
not a shred of principle in it. The Sena
tor simply says, "We are going to take 
care of one class of persons, and it will 
not apply to other persons because they 
have produced something which does not 
perish; they can afford to go to court 
and hire a lawyer and go to great ex
pense in order to use the public high
way." 

If there is one thing in America that 
ought to be protected by this bill it is the 
right of a man to deliver the fruits of his 
own labor or business to the customer 
who wants to buy them, without the in
terference of anyone else on · earth, so 
long as he abides by the law of his 
country. _ 

It is a refiection on the governors and 
mayors of our 48 States that they have 
not sufficient courage to enforce. the 
laws of their States. That is the reason 
we are dealing here with what should 
be dealt with on the local level. We 
should not have to consider this matter. 
I am astounded at the situation. I have 
a letter in my pocket--! shall not read 
it at this time-which touches on this 
very subject. The writer of it appeals 
to me to give him some assistance be-

• cause the mayor of a certain town in 
the West has not sufficient courage to 
enforce the ordinances and laws of a 
great State. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true; and the 
Senator from Vermont has often won
dered why people from all the States in 
the Union come to the Congress to ask 
the Federal Government at Washington 
to do things which they ought to be 
doing or asking their own State legisla
tures to do. 

Mr. TYDINGS. And we are trying to 
do as little of it here as we can do and 
get by. Instead of meeting this prob
lem with courage, face to face, we are 
trying to give a little relief to a certain 
class. 

Mr. AIKEN. ·noes the Senator think 
the Federal Government should go into 
every town, city, and State and do the 
work properly beldnging to the civil 
governments of the States? 

Mr. TYDINGS. We should not pass 
laws which take local matters into the 
congressional purview. That is what we 
have been doing for the past 20 years, 
particularly. We have been taking over 
the local functions of the counties. the 
cities, and the States of .America. Now 
we are in the mess which we ourselves 
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created, and we do not have sufficient 
courage to meet the results of our own 
handiwork. It is nothinc else in the 
world than a lack of courage. There is 
not a man here who does not know in his 
heart that no ·one in this world has a 
right to stop me in the delivery of goods 
which I produce, so long as I abide by 
the laws of the severa1 cities, counties, 
and States of America, and the national 
laws. We meet the question timidly in
stead of head-on. If we want to pass a 
labor bill, as my friend from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRDJ said the other daY, if the 
only way to get labor legislation -is to 
elect r Republican administration, here 
is the place to start: If we are not going 
to start on the delivery of goods, let us 
cease all this bunk, because it is merely 
a sham and a preten~e. 

Mr. AIKFN. The amendment is to 
protect people who do not seem · to be 
adequately protected anywhere else in 
the bill or in the amendment offered bY 
the Senator from Ohio £Mr. TAFT), 
namely, the producer of perishable crops 
which will spoil within a few hours if 
they are not permitted to be unloaded 
at the terminal market. 

Mr. TYDINGS. 'It does not make any 
difference whether the crops are perish
able or imperishable. The principle is 
that a man has a right to. take his goods 
down a public highway and deliver them 
to a customer in an honest, open, and 
aboveboard manner without the inter
ference of any other person. Years ago 
the pirates of Tripoli attacked our ships 
when they were in the Mediterranean 
Sea. We fought a war with Tripoli so 
that the Tripolitan pirates would not in
terrupt the flow of American goods to an 
honest customer. Now in the United 
States Senate we are confronted with a 
case of piracy on the public highway. 
That. is all it is. It is conc1oned by the 
Senate of the United States. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
· Senator yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator • 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HAWKES. I should like to say to 
the Senator from Maryland that I thor
oughly subscribe to everything he has 
said. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HAWKES. r should like to say 

further to the Senator from Maryland 
that there are too many people in Con
gress and elsewhere listening to the voices 
of individuals who come to their offices. 
They forget that there are 20 or 30 or 40 
workingmen back home for every one 
who puts pressure on 11S, and those back 
home ought to be unshackled and given 
back their right to proceed in the ordi
nary way to make a living. _ I think we 
should remember that t)le pressure put 
on by people who make a lot of noise does 
not represent the voic€ of the people who 
are endeavoring to make their living in 
the United States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say to my 
friend from New Jersey-and I thank 
him for his support-that there may be 
some men in America who think it is 
good politics to vote for the 2,mendment 
offered by the able Senator from Ver
mont. I should like to point out that 
perhaps someday some gentleman may 
make an issue of this situation and if the 

truth is told about it, he will not be satis
fied with those who are on the other 
side. 

I believe that the masses of the people 
of this country can see very little dis
tinction between interrupting commerce 
on the public highwa~ and going into a 
man's factory and mutilating his prop
erty or interfering with the production 
of anything he may be making inside the 
factory. It is tweedledee and tweedle
dum. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me briefly? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
.Mr. HAWKES. I simply wish to state 

the opinion which I have formed as a 
result of talking to many of the work
ing people of the United States, when I 
have had a chance to talk to them at 
times when they have felt free to express 
their honest opinion. What they want 
is to be· unshackled, and they expect us 
to do the job. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, let me 
say that if the amendment of the Sena
tor from Vermont is left out of the bh1, 
nothing in the bill will hurt labor. No 
laboring man will have any right taken 
away from him by the bill. "No one will 
be hurt by collective bargaining. There 
is nothing in the bill that will hurt a 
laboring man. I do not care who says 
that the bill will hurt the laboring man; 
such a statement is not susceptible of 
proof. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maryland is not old enough 
to remember the position which many 
persons first took in regard to the Inter
state Commerce Commission Act. I do 
not remember when it was enacted-in 
1887, I believe-but I remember that for 
many years afterwards there was much 
talk to the effect that it would wreck 
the railroads. However, today the rail
roads could not get along without it. 

If I did not feel that the pending labor 
bill, which we are about to pass, is in the 
definite interest of every working man 
and woman in the United States-not 
necessarily in the interest of the labor 
leai:iers, but in the interest of the work
ing people-! would not vote for it, be- ' 
cause I want the Congress to protect the 
real interests of the honest working peo
ple of our country. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree with the Sen
ator from New Jersey. Nothing in the 
bill interferes with honest collective bar
gaining or takes anything away from a 
workingman in America. 

Mr. President, the interception of traf
.fic on a highway is a crime. No one in 
the world has a right to do that in the 
United States. The governors of the 48 
States and the mayors of the cities and 
towns and the county commissioners of 
the counties should see that traffic is not 
intercepted. But they will not do it, 
and now the question is before us; and it 
looks as if we in the Congress will not 
take care of it if we can find a half-way 
method of getting around it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to con

gratulate the Senator from Maryland 
as vigorously as I can on his extremely 

sound discussion . of the fundamental 
principles which should move this body 
into taking action in regard to human 
relations and industrial relations. The 
Senator from Maryland has gone further 
than that, and has announced the basic 
principles upon which our economic and 
social system should exist. Let me say 
to the Senator that if the amendment 
of the Senator from Vermont comes to 
a vote, I shall support it, because I sup
ported the principle of the amendment 
previously offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. BALL]. Had I voted 
against the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota, I could not in con
science support the amendment of . the 
Senator from Vermont, because, as the 
Senator from Maryland has pointed out, 
it is class legislation; and I say frankly 
that if it is adopted, I think it will do 
an injustice to other persons who should 
be accorded the privilege the amendment 
provides. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to say 

further to the Senator from Maryland 
that I think he will admit that the State 
of Iowa, wll.ich in part I represent, is .at 
least as interested in agriculture and 
the well-being of the .farmer as is any 
other State or section of ·the United 
States or, in fact, of the world. So, cer
tainly I can state that I am in favor of 
whatever is for the best interests· of the 
farmer. 

But there is also the principle, which 
the Senator from Maryland has so aptly 
and thoroughly stated, that what is good 
for the farmer of my State is equally . as 
necessary for the businessman and the 
processor and every other American citi
zen who is engaged in economic pursuits. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 

from Maryland has pointed out that in 
much of the debate the Senate has too 
often-and that is my judgment, too
treated its approach to certain problems 
on the basis of expediency and local 
pressure, and has disregarded and 
brushed aside the fundamentals· which 
have to be preserved in the United States 
if our Nation is in the future to be a 
country of free enterprise and genius, 
as it has been in the past. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, are not we in a ridicu
lous situation? Here we are, the Senate 
of the United .States, the greatest de
liberative body in the world, and ·a com
ponent part of the Congress of a coun
try that is the most powerful on the face 
of the earth; and we are about to say 
that if a man starts from point A, to go 
to point -B with a load of strawberries 
nobody in the world shall interfere with 
him from the time he puts his straw
berries on his truck until he delivers 
them to point B; but if he puts two 
chairs and a second-hand sewing ma
chine on his truck and attempts to leave 
poiq.t A to go to point B, then the law 
does not apply; he may be interrupted 
and stopped. That is the position taken 
by Members of this body, where the 
great, giant intellects of America are as
sembled for the welfare of 140,000.000 
American people. 

Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. REVERCOMB, 
and Mr. TAFT addressed the Chair. 
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Mr. TYDINGS. First I yield to the 

Senator from Michigan, and then I shall 
yield to the Senator from West Virginia, 
and thereafter I shall yield to the Sena
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, be
ing the first Senator to whom the Sen
ator from Maryland has yielded, I wish 
to state that I heartily approve of what 
the able Senator from Maryland has said 
about the action of the Congress of the 
United States in entering upon matters 
with which the States and counties and 
local authorities are concerned. I wish 
to add my approval to what he has said 
to the effect that the local authorities 
are not doing the job they should do. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. We cannot stress 

that point too much, because it is time 
for us to tell the people back home that 
all things cannot be done in Washing
ton, that the criminal laws must be en
forced at the local level. There was 
never a truer statement than the one the 
able Senator from Maryland has made 
with respect to the enforcement of crim
inal law at the local level. 

If I thought this amendment would 
accomplish anything I would vote for it. 
But I do not believe it would accomplish 
a thing, because it would not change sec
tion 7 of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 
Therefore, it would be idle to adopt the 
amendment. 

We know that often it is idle to adopt 
an amendment, ev~n though it would a~
complish a desir.able objective; because 1t 
is impossible to get the executive branch 
of the Government to enforce it after 
it is adopted and becomes a part of the 
law. But; in the present instance, I can 
not add my voice or vote in favor of an 
amendment which, if adopted, would not 
even constitute a provision of law which 
the executive branch of the Government 
could enforce or take action upon. 

Mr. President, as I have ,stated, I de
sire to approve heartily what the able 
Senator from Maryland has said in re
lation to this matter. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
I yield now to the able Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB]. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thank the Sen
ator from Maryland for yielding to me. 

Disre.garding the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont for the moment, 
and referring to the principle which has 
been so ably discussed by the Senator 
from Maryland, namely, interference 
with commerce on the highways, the 
transportation of any article, whether 
it be perishable or durable, whether it 
be agricultural product:. or the products 
of factories, for my information, I ad
dress to the Senator from Maryland a 
question in regard to what is known as 
th'e Hobbs bill, Public Law 486, which 
was passed by the Congress and signed 
by the President, and is now upon the 
statute books. I read · the following 
short provision : 

Whoever in any way or degree obstructs, 
delays, or affects commerce or the move
ment of any article or commodity in com
merce by robbery or extortion, shall be 
guilty of a felony. 

Mr. President, in regard to the matter 
of action. by the Congress in respect to 
commerce moving from OI;le State to an-

other or between two points in the same 
State but, in that process, passing 
through another State, it seems to me 
that under the law now on the statute 
books, the Congress already has taken 
adequate action and has fixed a severe 
punishment, namely, a heavy fine or 
confinement in the penitentiary, to be 
applied to anyone who interferes with 
the transportation of goods along a 
highway. Some may say that applies 
only to robbery or extortion. The two 
terms are explicitly defined in the stat
ute, and I wish to read those definitions: 

The term "robbery" means the unlawful 
taking or obtaining of personal property, from 
the person or in the presence of another, 
against his will, by means of actual or threat
ened force, or violence, or fear of injury, 
immediate or future, to his person or prop
erty, or property In his custody or possession, 
or the person or property of a relative or 
member of his family or anyone in his com
pany at the time of the taking or obtaining. 

That is robbery, as defined by the stat
ute. The term "extortion" is defined in 
extenso: 

The term "extortion" means the obtain
ing of property from another, with his con
sent, induced by wrongful use of actual or 
threatened force, violence, or fear, or under 
color of official right. · 

So that there is a law upon the statute 
books. today with respect to the convey
ance of goods, whether they be perish
able, whether they· be the products of 
agriculture, whether they come from the 
factories, of whatever nature or kind they 
may be, to protect anyone from inter
fering with their transportation. 

What is "interference"? "Interfer
ence" means .that a man is stopped 
against his consent, by threat, or even by 
anything that threatens· injury not only 
to his person but to his property. That 
is covered by the law today. So I would 
say to the able Senator from Maryland 
that it seems tc me, indeed, that our 
present statutes cover the case of the 
protection of property in the haulage of 
commerce between States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator would 
allow me to interject there, if the Senate 
should adopt the pending amendment, 
this being a later law than the one he 
has just expounded, it would seem to 
show that that law did not mean what 
we said it should mean. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Exactly so. 
Mr. TAFT rose. 
Mr. TYDINGS. It would seem to show 

that we meant that it should apply only 
to perishable goods, because of the prem
ise of the Senator from West Virginia is 
sound, there would be no need for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. May I say at this 
point, that seems to be the ·correct con
clusion. The only difference, if we go 
back to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Vermont, is that he offers 
the relief of injunction in the case of 
perishable goods. I say that today there 
is upon the criminal statute books pro-

. visions for punishment--if punishment 
is a deterrent, and we have always be
lieved it to be so-we have on our statute 
books the deterrent of punishment for 
interference with the transportation of 
any article. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio, who rose a moment ago. 

Mr. TAFT. I was going to make the 
point made by the Senator from West 
Virginia, but to suggest that we are deal
ing here not with direct violence; we are 
dealing with the checking of deliveries 
through secondary boycotts or jurisdic- · 
tiona! strikes. We have already covered 
the case of the highway. The trouble is 
that the man drives up to the delivery 
point, and because the teamsters' union 
says he does not have a teamster's card, 
then the union in the plant, the unload
ers, or longshoremen, or whatever they 
may be, will not unload his truck. That 
is what we are trying to reach in this 
case. We are dealing only with the one 
narrow phase of secondary boycotts and 
jurisdictional strikes. That is all I 
wanted to point out to the Senator. The 
violence question is covered by the Hobbs 
.Act. 

Mr. 'BALL. Mr. President--
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator 

from Minnesota. · 
Mr. BALL. The Senator from West 

Virginia was referring to the Hobbs Anti
racketeering Act, which was amended 
by the special statute passed last year. 
I had that checked up. It prohibits only 
extortion; robbery, or threats of force or 
violence which · interfere. The Depart
ment of Justice to date has received 107 
.complaints of alleged violations. All of 
them were checked. Of the 107, 24 cases 
were ref_erred to United StateS; attorneys 
for possible prosecution. In 14 of the 
24, the district attorneys refused pros
ecution on the ground that they did not 
have a case. In the other 10 cases, a 
decision has · not yet been made. I may 
say that under the Hobbs Act it is neces
sary to prove force or violence or threats, 
and unfortunately that is not the way 
the shipments are stopped. It is by 
means of a secondary boycott, through 
economic pressure. The farmer simply 
is told, "0. K. If you do not go along 
with this, your stuff will not be unloaded 
when it finally gets to market." 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Maryl-and yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield next to the 
Senator from New Jersey, who arose 
some time ago, 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I wonder if the 
Senator would yield to me for a comment 
on this particular point? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I wish the .Senator 
from West Virginia would let me yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey, because 
he himself wants to reply. There are 
many Senators seeking the floor, and the 
Senator from Maryland is doing the best 
he can to give every Senator a chance. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I merely 
desire to say, as one of those who voted 
against the Ball amendment, that I am 
heartily in accord with what the Senator 
from Maryland has been saying. There 
is absolutely no distinction in principle, 
and I am not trying to distinguish be
tween one case and the other. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
I should now like to conclude with a 
summation. 

Mr. SMITH. May I finish my 
thought? 

·Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly. 
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Mr. SMITH. I intend to vote against 
the Aiken amendment, because in ad
dressing myself to the Ball amendment 
this morning, I tried to point out that I 
think we provided the procedure for tak
ing care of the cases covered in the 
amendment. In my opinion, the respon
sibility is definitely on the National Labor 
Relations Board to take care of the very 
outstanding cases that are being put into 
their hands now. I think they can af
ford relief promptly, if they are organized 
to do it, and they should be properly or
ganized, or they will fail in discharging 
the responsibility we are placing on them. 
I think there is no distinction between 
the case raised by the Senator from Ver
mont and any other case. As the Sena
tor from Maryland says, the principle is 
exactly the same. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to make 
just one point. As I understand the 
comment by the Senator from Vermont, 
the object is to cover perishable farm 
products. Suppose a farmer is carrying a 
load of corn, a load of oats, wheat, or 
cotton, and he cannot get them handled; 
the same principle is involved. Local au
thorities have been condemned for not 
meeting their responsibilities, and be
cause they have not, the problem is now 
in the lap of Congress. If we fail, as the 
local authorities have failed and thus 
make it necessary for the issue to come 
before us, are not the American people 
fully justified in condemning the Con
gress as severely as Senators today are 
condemning the local authorities for not 
having the courage to pass a law that will 
meet the situation? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not- think I need 
answer the Senator's interrogation, be
cause the logic answers itself. 

In closing, I want to reiterate this one 
point: If there is any merit at all in 
adopting the pending amendment, it 
ought to be adopted without any quali
fication whatever. If it is sound that 
perishable goods shall not be interrupted 
while being transported on the highway, 
it is equally sound that other goods ought 
not to be interrupted in their transit on 
the highway. ·Simply putting perishable 
goods in a class by themselves, I say 
without any reflection on anyone here
for I do not intend any reflection-seems 
to me to be an expedient way of being 
on both sides of the same question. The 
issue presented to us is whether or not a 
thing is wrong; and if it is wrong, wheth
er or not the remedy should apply to all 
phases of that wrong. We cannot seg
regate it. In my judgment, we ought 
to act one way or the other. We ought 
not to straddle. 

I am indebted to the Sehator from 
Arkansas for his illustration, because the 
farmer may think that his corn, his 
wheat, hi~ oats, his cattle, his cotton, his 
soybeans, his flax, and all the other 
things which are transported along the 
highway, are implicit in the suggestion 
of perishable goods as covered in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont. The truth is that the farmer 
is not protected under the amendment. 
The truth of the matter is that only a 

few farmers are protected under this 
amendment; and if it is right to protect 
those few, we ought to protect them all, 
and all others who have goods to deliver. 

Finally, there is not one single, solitary 
thing in the amendment of the Senator 
from Ohio, without the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont, that hurts 
labor one bit; I care not who says it does. 
There is not a right taken away from 
labor we all have r~ot already had taken 
away from us as individuals. Labor loses 
nothing, and gains much in order, peace, 
and a thriving country, if we can have 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio, not weakened by the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Vermont. 
Although I would rather have the 
amendment as so amended than no 
amendment at all, I should rather have 

· the group covered in the amendment to 
the amendment lifted out of the conflict 
of the wrongs and interference we have 
discussed than nothing at all. I am go
ing to vote against the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont, and then, if 
his amendment shall be voted down, vote 
for the Taft amendment in its original 
form. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment submitted by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT]. 

Mr. AIKEN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is necessarily absent because of 
illness in his family. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] and the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] are un
avoidably detained. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] is absent on public busi
ness. 

The result was announced-yeas 36, 
nays 54, as follows: 

YEAS--36 
Aiken George O'Daniel 
Ball Hickenlooper Reed 
Bricker Holland Robertson, Va. 
Bushfield Kem Robertson, Wyo. 
Butler Langer Russell 
Byrd McCarthy Stewart 
Capper McClellan Thye 
Cordon McKellar Wherry 
Dworshak Martin Wiley 
East land May bank Williams 
Ecton Murray Wilson 
Fulbright O'Conor Young 

NAY8-54 
Baldwin Hayden Moore 
Brewster Hill Morse 
BridgEs Hoey Myers 
Brooks Ives Overton 
Buck Jenner Pepper 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Connally Kilgore Smith 
Cooper Know land Sparkman 
Donnell Lodge Taft 
Downey Lucas Taylor 
Ellender McCarran Thomas, Okla. 
Ferguson McFarland Thomas, Utah 
Flanders McGrath Tydings 
Green · McMahon Umstead 
Gurney Magnuson Vandenberg 
Hatch Malone Wagner 
Hawkes l\4illlk1n Watkins 

NOT VOTING-5 
Barkley O'Mahoney White 
Chavez Tobey 

So Mr. AIKEN's amendment to the 
amendment offered by Mr. TAFT was re
jected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
questions recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. On my amendment I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish to 

address the Senate for about 5 minutes. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 

to know whether debate on the Taft 
amendment is closed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No; 
debate is not closed on the amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say just a word about the pending 
amendment. Senators will recall that 
the bill itself provides that there may 
be suits by or against labor unions in 
the Federal courts for breach of col
lective-bargaining agreements. The bill 
also provides that boycotts, as defined 
in the bill, and jurisdictional strikes, are 
unfair labor practices, and it makes it 
obligatory in case of a wmplaint being 

· made that an unfair labor practice of 
this character has been committed, that 
the regional attorney or regional repre
sentative of the National Labor Relations 
Board shall apply to the courts for a 
temporary restraining order. 

In addition· to that. the Senator from 
Ohio proposes to make the basis of a 
substantive suit at law for damages what 
the bill in its principal capacity describes 
as an unfair labor practice. Whereas 
the bill seems to me to provide merely a 
procedural remedy in a Federal court, 
the Taft amendment proposes to confer 
a substantive right for a suit for dam
ages in a Federal court, because it says: 

Whoever shall be injured in his business 
or property by reason of any violation of sub_ 
section (a) may sue therefor in any district 
court of the United States subject to the 
limitations and provisions of section 301 
hereof-

And so on. In the next place, Mr. 
President, it confers jurisdiction on the 
Federal courts without regard to di
versity of citizenship required in other 
Federal cases. In other words, if the in
jury is 15 cents, the amendment confers 
rights upon a party to bring suit in a 
Federal court, regardless of the fact that 
there may not be diversity of citizenship. 
That encourages litigation. It gives ju
risdiction to the Federal courts, which 
violates all the rules we have at the pres
ent time relative to that jurisdiction. It 
tends to foment litigation and to get 
away from the adjustment of these dis
putes by procedures before the National 
Labor Relations Board or by arbitration 
agreements, or by machinery set up in 
the collective-bargaining contracts. 

Mr. President, I therefore believe that 
the amendment is detrimental to the 
public interest and should not be adopted. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to place in the RECORD 
some remarks prepared by me on cer
tain phases of the pending bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the order is made. 
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The statement prepared by Mr. MAG

NUSON is as follows: 
STATEM ENT BY MR. MAGNUSON IN OPPOSITION 

TO AMENDMENTS OUTLAWIN G UNION SECU• 
RITY CLAUSES AND PROH IBITING INDUSTRY• 

W I DE BARGAINING 

I think most Members of the Congress are 
in accord that some legislative action in the 
field of la.bor-management relations is nec
essary to reduce industrial strife in the Na
t ion. Wide divergence of opinion exists 
among us, however, as to the specific meth
ods by which this objective can be achieved. 

It is asserted that congressional action 
should be aimed at two major targets: First, 
protection of the r ights of the individual 
worker as guaranteed in the Wagner Act and 
in the Constitution itself; and second, re
duction of strikes and boycotts to protect the 
public interest. ' 

As a Member of the United States Senate 
I feel a deep obligation to all the citizens of 
my State and of the country-citizens in
cluding both workers and employers-to an
alyze the proposals which are before us, to 
focus upon them all the pertinent facts at 

... my command, and to vote upon these pro
posals in the light of the convictions de

. veloped by this process. Every Senator has, 
and I am sure feels, that same obligation. 

I want to discuss now the first of the two 
major targets I mentioned, namely, protec
tion of the rights of the individual worker as 
guaranteed in the Wagner Act and in the 
Constitution itself. There has been extend
ed discussion both in and out of Congress 
concerning the need !or protecting the work
er's rights from infringement by the em
ployer and from infringement by his union. 
The consensus of opinion in the Senate com
mittee apparently was that the individual 
worker is adequately protected against in
fringement by the employer under · the Na
tional Labor Relations Act. I judge this both 
from a perusal of the testimony presented to 
the committee and from the fact that there 
are no new proposals in the bill reported by 
the committee dealing with this phase of the 
subject. Most of the discussion and all of 
the pertinent proposals are allegedly aimed 
at protecting the rights of the individual 
worker from infringement by his own or
ganization, from infringement by his union. 
I want to take a few minutes of the Senate's 
time to summarize my thinking on this 
question. 

As I see it, there are two inseparable rights 
which the worker has, in a free society, in 
relation to the necessity of earning a liv
ing. The first is, the right to a job for which 
he is qualified and on which he is willing to 
work; the second is the right to receive from 
that job a wage that will permit him to pro
vide a deecnt standard of living for himself 
and his family. If we're sincerely interested 
in protecting the rights of the worker,· both 
rights must be protected-the right to a job 
and the right to a decent living wage on that 
job. 

In the final analysis, the ability of the 
worker to obtain a job, for which he is quali
fied and on which he is willing to work, rests 
upon the number of jobs available in the 
particular industry he has chosen as a de
sirable occupation. The number of jobs 
available in any one industry, in turn, de
pends upon the importance of that industry 
in our national economy and upon the cur
rent health of our national economy. In 
1932, with or without organized labor, there 
were approximately 10,000,000 people unable 
to exercise their right to a job, irrespective 
of their qualifications and their willingness 
to work. In those dark drys the best car
penter in a community was unable to exer
cise his right to a job, because employers had 
no job available. The only time all workers 
qualified and w1lling to work are able to 
exercise their right to a job is when the Na
tion is enjoying full employment and full 
prosperity, and even then lt is not possible 

for every worker to obtain the particular job 
he would like. This is brought about by 
imbalances which obtain as between the 
number of workers needed in a particular 
plant, office, or industry, and the number of 
workers who might desire a position in that 
particular plant, office, or industry. The 
President recognized this when he urged the 
Congress to consider such constructive meas
ures as extension of social security, a full 
employment program, higher minimum 
wages, etc. 

The proponents of the legislation which 
we now have under consideration assert that 
out lawing the closed shop, restricting or
ganized workers in their efforts to write 
union-security provisions into their con
tracts, are designed to protect the right of 
the individual worker to obtain a job. Let's 
assume for a moment that in industry X 
there is a closed shop, and that currently the 
industry has all of the workers it requires. 
The individual worker who desires a job in 
that industry would be unable to exercise 
his so-called right whether there was a closed 
shop or not. 

The only difference I can see is that if I 
am a worker seeking a job in that industry 
and there is a closed shop, I go to the , em- . 
ployment office and am told that I should go 
to. the union hall and join the union. The 
union leadership, which certainly knows the 
job status in that particular industry, tells 
me that the union membership is closed, 
tells me in effect there is no job available. 
If there were no closed shop in the indus
try the employment office would give me 
tP.e answer, but the end result, so far as I as 
an individual worker am concerned, is the 
same. The demand for labor in that par
ticular industry is simply not sufficient to 
provide a. job for every individual who might 
wish to enter it. I reached the conclusion, 
therefore, that it is not a closed shop or a 
union shop or a maintenance of membership 
shop that denies me the right to work in 
industry X. It is, rather, the lack of jobs 
available in the industry which dictates the 
answer. In the final analysls, therefore, 
Congress can't protect the right of the indi
vidual worker to a job for which he is quali
fied and willing to work by outlawing the 
closed shop, the union shop, or any other 
union security provision. Congress can pta
teet this right only through legislation which 
contributes constructively to full employ
ment and general prosperity in the Nation. 

A moment ago I said that if we're sincerely 
interested in protecting the rights of the in
dividual worker, we must protect his right 
to a job, and his right to a decent wage on 
that job-and further, that the two are in
separable. Now, I want to discuss the sec
ond of these rights and examine the effects 
of this bill and proposed amendments upon 
the ability of the individual worker to 
achieve it. 

The level of wages that can be obtained by 
the individual worker in free enterprise in 
this country, again, depends partially upon 
the economic health of industry in the 
Nation, but it also depends to a very signifi
cant degree upon his bargaining position. 
The individual worker, by hiinself, in our 
highly industrialized economy, does not en
joy a high degree of bargaining power. 
Standing alone he is relatively impotent in 
any individual effort to achieve a higher 
wage for himself in bargaining with his em
ployer. It is only through the collective 
action made possible by unionization that 
the individual worker in industry has been 
able to achieve any significant increase in his 
standard of living. 

I don't mean to intimate for one moment 
that the employers of this Nation are insen
sitive to the welfare of those they employ, 
but I do believe that, human nature being 
what it is, laudable drive on the part of 
the employer to reduce his costs-one of 
which 1s wages-and thereby increase his 
profits, is stronger in the majority of cases 

than the desire to lift the standard of Uving 
of his employees. By associating themselves 
for mutual aid and protection, employees, 
through collective bargaining, have been 
able to compensate partially for th:!s incen
tive on the part of the free enterprisers of 
the country to lower costs by lowering or 
holding the line on wages. 

The bargaining posit ion of employees who 
have associated themselves for mutual bene
fit depends partially upon their own num
ber and partially upon the leadership they 
select. In other words, th·eir bargaining po
sition depends upon their own economic 
strength, or to put it in the language of the 
press or the man on the street, the strength 
of their union. The closed shop, t he union 
shop, and other forms of union security give 
the individual worker greater bargaining 
strength, because they strengthen the or
ganization of which he is a member. To my 
mind, it follows, therefore, thut those pro
posals now before us aimed at reducing the 
strength of the worker's organization will not 
assist him in protecting his right to reason
able wages, better working conditions, etc. 
On the contrary, they will have the effect of 
weakening his ability to exercise that right . 

Too, there is a collateral effect which can
not be overlooked, The accumulative effort 
of workers bargaining collectively to raise 
their wages, which means to raise their pur
chasing power, assists in creating mass mar
kets for the goods and services industry pro
duces. Upon such mass markets depends in
dustry's ability to provide more jobs, to per
mit more workers to exercise the first right I 
mentioned, namely, the right to a job for 
which the man is qualified and willing to 
work. 

Based on what I have said, I · have reached 
two conclusions: First, that those proposals 
now before us, alleged by their proponents as 
being necessary to protect the individual 
worker from infringement upon his rights by 
unions, actually destroy the very rights they 
are purportedly designed to protect, and 
second, that the proponents either have 
failed to think their proposals through to a 
logical conclusion or are interested not so 
much in protecting the worker from his own 
union as in shearing him of his bargaining 
strength by reducing the power 't>f his labor 
organization. 

I therefore find myself opposed to those 
amendments which outlaw union-security 
clauses and drastically limit the scope of 
industry bargaining. 

I would be inclined to take a different po
sition on this union-security issue were it 
not for the fact that the bill contains other 
provisions which protect the individual from 
coercive and capricious action by his labor 
organization. Before the union can bargain 
for a closed shop or a union shop or a main
tenance of membership clause, a majority of 
the workers in the plant or office must au
thorize their representative to bargain with 
management for it. There must be an elec
tion on the issue by secret ballot. The au
·thoriZation to bargain with management ~or 
a union-security clause may be withdrawn 
by a majority of the employees. In addition, 
the leadership of tne union itself is made 
responsible to the will of the majority by 
providing for a secret ballot and supervised 
elections in questions of representation. 

I wish to discuss briefiy the amendment 
proposed by the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota, which drastically rest ricts the 
scope of collective bargaining. I am opposed 
to this amendment because it places indus
try itself in a strait-jacket. Some indus
tries and some unions would prefer to bar
gain on an area-wide, region-wide, or indus
try-wide basis. This proposal imposes a 
formula upon collective bargaining without 
regard to the past experience of the enter
prises and industries affected. I have in my 
hand a letter which will illustrate this point. 
The letter was written to me jointly by the 
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Flour,. Feed, and Cereal Employers' Associ
ation and the American Federation of Grain 
Processors in the Pacific Northwest, impor
tuning me to vote against proposals to pro
hibit industry-wide bargaining. Remember 
this is management talking through its as
sociation and labor through its regional 
committee. I read from the letter: 

SEATTLE, WAsH., April 23, 1947. 
.The Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Tliis letter is be

ing written as a joint communication of the 
Flour, Feed and Cereal Employers' Associa
tion, composed of flour and cereal manu
facturing plants whose total capacity equals 
approximately 80 percent of the flour and 
cereal capacity in the States of Washington, 
Oregon, and Idaho, and the American Fed
eration of Grain Processors and its affiliated 
local unions located within the States of 
Washington, Oregon and Idaho. The em
ployees of the plants which are members of 
the Flour, Feed and Cereal Employers' As
sociation are members of local unions affili
ated with the American Federation of Grain 
Processors. '!:he capacity of indiyidual plants 
represented by the Employers' A:ssociation 
ranges from very small plants having a daily 
capacity of 400 hundredweight to 1arge 
plants having a daily capacity of 12,000 
hundredweight. 

Since 1942 labor negotiations between 
the local unions and the members of 
the Association have been carried on on 
an area-wide basis. These negotiations 
have resulted in the establishment of ' fair 
wages and COl'lditions of employment and 
have been conducrve to indu~trial peace. 
we, therefore:- are deeply concerned over the 
possibility that section 9 (f) (1) of H. R. 
3020, Eightieth Congress, first session, which 
section contains prohibition against so
called industry-wide bargaining, may be 
enacted into law. In our opinion the en
actment of this section woul.d not be con
ducive to industrial peace in the flour and 
cereal manufacturing industry in the · Pa
cific Northwest. On the contrary, based 
upon our past experience, it is believed that 
the enactment of this section will be a back
ward step and would in a large measure, 
nullify the progress heretofore made within 
this industry in respect to col~ective bar
gaining. 

Because we feel so strongly on the matter, 
we take the liberty ,of outlining to you in 
some detail the history of labor negotia
tions within this industry. 

The flour milling plants of the Pacific 
Northwest were organized by the unions 
from 1933 to 1935. From the period of initial 
organization through 1941 labor negotiations 
were carried on by the local unions and 
the management of individual plants. Ne
gotiations at individual plant levels proved 
to be wholly inefficient and the relationship 
be:tween the management of the plants and 
their employees was, on the whole, unstable. 
This instability was caused, in our opinion, 
by two primary factors: 

1. Individual representatives of local 
unions attempted to outdo ~epresentatives 
of other locals to gain the favor of their 
individual members. This resulted in a 
rivalry between local unions and the making 
of unequal demands against individual 
plants which were in competition with each 
other. 

2. From the industry point of view, each 
mill attempted to obtain union contracts 
more favorable to it than those obtained by 
its competitors. 
: As a · result of these factors antagonism 
between the : management of individual 
plants and the representatives of the local 
unions tended to become intensified,: result• 

ing in insecurity and mutual suspicion and 
distrust. 

This situation resulted in labor disputes of 
such magnitude that in 1941 virtually every 
flour and cereal manufacturing plant in the 
Pacific Northwest was closed for a period of 
approximately 3 weeks. The precise issue 
causing the closing of the · mills was not 
entirely clear. It was claimed by the unions 
that the employees were locked out. The 
management of the mills, however, con
tended with equal vigor that they were 
closed by strike. Despite the fact that the 
unions and management did not agree upon 
the immediate cause of ;the closure, both 
sides agreed that the dispute was brought 
about because of the mechanism of bargain
ing separately at plant levels. 

This likewise was the conclusion of a joint 
commission of the United States Department 
of Labor and the Office of Production Man
agem'ent, Which was convened to settle the 
dispute because of its magnitude and the 
urgent need of flour at the time. After hear
ing the arguments of both the unions and 
management, the Commission made specific. 
recommendations which resulted in the re
opening of all plants. But the Commission 
went further than to settle the immediate 
dispute. It concluded that' the States 'of 
Washington and Oregon constituted 1f single · 
economic unit as far as flour and cereal 
manufacturing industry- was concerned. 
With this fact in mind, and being cognizant 
of the suspicion arid distrust caused by sep
arate bargaining at · plant levels, the Com
mission recommended that future nego_tia
tions be conducted by ,joint co~;m.ittees of 

. employers and unions on an .area-wide basis. 
The recommendations stated: 

''Each side shall set up a wage negotiating 
committee representative of the industry as 
a whole in the States of Oregon and Wash
ington, and these two committees shall 
jointly meet for the purpose of reaching a 
wage agreement." 

The recommendation of the jo.int commis
sion was accepted by bot4 the unions and 
the emp!oyers 9n an· experimental basis. 
Negotiations for 1942 and subsequent years 
have been carried on successfully on an · 
area-wide basis in complete harmony. In
deed, since 1942. no labor dispute has oc
cun-ed between the flour milling plants and 
the unions participating in the joint area 
negotiations, and none is anticipated in the 
future. In fact, area-wide bargaining, which 
was first tried on an experimental basis only, 
is now accepted with enthusiasm by both the 
management and the unions. 

Area-wide bargaining in the milling in
dust ry in the Pacific Northwes'· has now 
advanced to the point where there is a single 
contract covering all major plants within 
the . area. The area contract permits the 
execution of supplemental agreements be
tween individual plants and local unions 
covering local plant problems, and a sup
plemental agreement is in effect at each 
plant. The contracting parties to the area 
agreement are the Flour; Feed, arid Cereal 
Employers' Association, acting for and on 
behalf of itself and its members, and the 
Northwest Cour..cil of Grain Processors, act
ing for and on -'behalf of itself and all local 
unions · within the States 01 Washington, 
Oregon, and Idaho which are a1Hliated with 
the· American Federation of Grain Proces
sors. Negotiations are actually carried on 1:'~ 
committees representing both the contract
ing parties. The committee for the em
ployers' association is composed of individ
uals representing each member, and the 
committee representing the north·.nest coun
cil is composed of representativrs of each 
local union within the area. The negotiat
ing committees, ·as such,- .have no power to 
enter into an agreement, .but they do make 
recommendations to their . ·respective ,.:<~rgan
izations which are usually ratified and ap-

proved by them. However, before the con·
tract is actually entered into it cmust be 
approved by a majority of the employers and 
by a majority of the membership of· the 
local unions. 

We point out in this connection that once 
the contract is approved and ratified by· a 
majority of the membership of the local 
unions and by a majority of the members 
of the employers' association, both parties 
may enter into a binding agreement. It is 
not necessary for the unions to obtain the 
consent of their national or inter:1attonal 
offices. Thus the procedures used within 
this industry with respect to area-wide bar
gaining are extremely democratic. Area
wide bargaining, as carried on within this 
industry in this area, is wholly free from 
dictatorship, either on the part of manage
men '; or ·on the part of the union. Accord
ingly, we believe that the usual arguments 
advanced against industry-wide bargaining 
are wholly inapplicable to the area-wide bar
gaining as practiced within the milling in
dustry in the Pacific Northwest. 

One of the unique features evolved by the 
industry, after 12 years experience, is the 
procedure used in settling grievances. At
tem:;:>t is made to settle grievances at plant 
levels. . .WhE>re this is impos~ible either side 
may i.mmediately . appeal to an area griev.
ance committee composed of three members 
representing the unions and three members 
representing management. Provision is 

. made for final decision by majority vote and 
for the appointment of an arbitrator if the 
vote is equally . divided. Since this proce
dure has been perfected a large n'umber of 
grievances have been presented to the com
mittee. We think- it is significant that it 
has not only been unnecessary to use an 
arbitrator but every grievance has- been set· 
tied by a unanimous vote. This, we th.nk,. 
tends to solidify harmonious relations and 
is proof that labor relations when conducted 
upon a broad area basis can be constructive 
and, if properly safeguarded by democratic 
procadures, definitely in the public interest. 

Our experience has been that too · often 
where labor negotiations are conducted on 
an individual plant basis ·they are influenced 
by conflicting personalities and, accordingly. 
are destructive rather than constructive in 
regard to promoting industrial peace. On 
the other hand, it has been our experience 
that where negotiations are conducted on an 
area wide basis personalities and relatively 
minor problems fade into insignificance and 
the negotiations are conducted upon the 
basis of constructive principles. In our 
opinion area-wide bargaining eliminates in
equality of bargaining and results in collec• 
tive bargaining upon the basis of equality. 
It places heavy responsibilities on both the 
management and Union committees because 
of the number of workers and the magnitude 
of the interests involved. It has been our 
experience that this heavy responsibility has 
acted as a challenge to both sides, which 

· has resulted in patience, respect, mutual 
understanding and statesmanship. These 
factors have combined to eliminate mutual 
mistrust and substitute, in place thereof. 
mutual trust, which in itself is a long step 
toward industrial peace. We think it ts a 
fair statement of fact that both the unions 
and management are confident that if area
wide negotiations are continued and further 
perfected along the lines as presently prac
ticed, the milling industry v?ithin the Pacific 
Northwest will continue to operate for many 
yea1·a to come without even the thought of 
closing any plant on account of labor dis
putes. 

we· have read with interest the statement 
appearing on pages 8 and 9 of the House 
committee report regarding industry-wide 
_bargaining. We. haye also read the argu
ments .. of organizations opposed to 1ndustry
.wide._bargaining._ Nowbere h,ave .we found . 
any argument which ,contends that area-wide . 
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bargaining as practiced lti the Pacific North
west is against . the public interest. In our 
opinion the· arguments in support of section 
9 (f) (1) go no further -than to say that in
dustry-wide bargaining, as practiced in some 
indUstries, contains certain abuses. But this 
section goes further than to ·outlaw alleged 

-abuses; it, in effect; declares area-wide bar
gaining, regardless of how practiced, to be 
lllegal, per se. It is our sincere belief that the 
section as written is much too broad. We 
feel that Congress should give definite consid
eration to the advantages of area-wide bar
gaining as practiced by the milling industry 
in the Pacific Northwest. It is our considered 
opinion that section 9 (f) (1), if enacted into 
law, will, in a large measure, · wipe out the 
constructive steps heretofore taken within 
the milling industry to achieve industrial 
peace; it will place the industry in the un
stable condition which existed prior to 1941. 
It is, therefore, our sincere request that you 
will take all possible steps against passage 
of this section as now written. 

Yours very truiy, 
F'LOUR, FEED AND CEREAL EMPLOYERS' 

AsSOC!ATION; . 

/ 'W. J. LAWRENCE, . 
Executive Secretary. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GRAIN 

PROCESSORS, 
TED M. HOPKINS, 

Regional Vice President. 
No doubt there are many firms and em

ployers' associations whose experience -with 
area-wide or industry-wide bargaining would 
corroborate the experience set forth, _ so 
lucidly, in the letter I have just read. 

-Some problems can be handled more ef
fectively by an adminiStrative agency than 
by legislation. The question 9f industry-wide 
bargaining is s1,1ch a problem. My own view 
is, that determination of the size and scope 
of the bargaining unit should be left in 
the hands of the .National Labor Relations 
Board, as provided in the bill itself. The 
pattern of business and industrial opera
tions in this Nation is highly complex. No 
simple formula can be written which will 
meet ·the day-to-day problems of lndust!Y: 
in its bargaining with labor. Flexibility is 
manqatory in these negotiations-flexibility 
can be achieved through an administrative 
agency. It cannot be achieved by legislative 
action which leaves no leeway whatsoever 
tor the exercise of administrative judgment. 

There is one additional thought I should 
llke to inject into this discussi<?n. '11le de
velopment of labor organizations in this 
country has been an _evolutionary . process. 
This process was accelerated by passage of 
the Wagner Act. During the years since the 
Wagner Act became law th-is Nation has 
fought 1ts way to victory through the grea-test 
depression and war in the history of the 
world . . As a Nation ,we have emerged from 
these world upheavals with the highest level 
of Income, the greatest productive capacity, 
and the highest standard of living ever en-

. joyed by any people in the history of the 
world. All groups in the economy, Includ
ing organized labor, contributed to this 
achievement. 

Now, it is argued, labor has become too 
strong; labor has become too powel'ful. · We 
must restore balance between the bargaining 
power of labor and the bargaining power of 
management. And it is proposed that we do 
this by writing into law, according to state
ments made on this floor by -the distinguished 
chairman of the committe~. some 20 separate 
provisions, all designed to chisel from unqer 
labor a part of the very foundation upon 
which th_e bargaining strength of its individ
ual members must rest. 

It is furth~r asserted by proponents of this 
course of action that aU these steps must be 
taken now-this week, this session-if we 
are to avert national calamity, national dis
aster. And this in face of the fact that 
the Nation today enjoys the best economic 

health in its long ·and glorious· history
under a system of labor-management rela- · 
tions, ma-y I remind you, which all these 
proposals are designed to correct. 

Patience and moderation are great virtues. 
May I remind our Republican friends that 
Congress will be in session again next year. 
What is the emergency that demands that 
all of these 20 steps be taken now-today, 
this week, this session-at the risk of creat
ing greater industrial strife, and greater 1m· 
balances between the bargaining position of 
labor and management, than we seek to 
correct. 

I sincerely hope the majority of Senators 
will recognize that just as labor-management 
relations in this country have developed 
through the evolutionary process, so too, leg
islation governing those relations must de
velop by the same process. I doubt very 
much that the economy of this Nation will 
collapse, 1f we reject a part or even all of 
the 20 new provisions contained in this bill 
and related amendments. 

In conclusion, I am opposed to the seven 
amendments which have been proposed to 
this bill and to those sections of the bill 
which grastically reduce the individual work
er's ability to exercise his right to a job at 
wages which will sustain himself and his 
family on an American standard of living. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I do not 
want to delay a vote on the pending 
amendment for any ·great length of 
time, but I intend to make my record 
-against the amendment, because 'I think 
it is very important that attention be 
called in the closing minutes of the de
bate to what I think -are two very serious 
legal weaknesses in the amendment. I 
think it is a gr.eat mistake for the Senate 
of the United States to adopt an amend
ment which contains what I consider 
to be very serious legal weaknesses. 
Earl.jer : this a~ternoon . I commented 
upon the first point I wish to make. I 
want to reiterate what I said. I want 
to point out that it is my judgment that 
the use of the word "unlawful" in the 
amendment, followed by a definition ot 
the conduct that is to be declared un
lawful, that conduct consisting of vari
ous types of secondary boycotts and 
jurisdictional disputes, will reestablish 
the right of the individual -to seek an 
injunction· to prevent the damage flow
ing from the conduct declared to be un
lawful under the amendment, because 
there is nothing in the amendment by 
way of words of limitation that makes 
clear any intention that such a result 
shall not flow froni the amendment~ 
Thus the amendment repeals the Norris- . 
LaGuardia Act as to the conduct cov
ered by the amendment . 

It is my position, Mr. President, that 
it is going to require a United States 
Supreme Court decision to determine 
the legal point I am raising. I say that 
if we provide in this amendment that 
certain conduct on the - part of labor 
organizations shall be unlawful, and we 
permit individuals to bring suit to col
lect damage for injuries suffered· from 
such conduct, they also thereby have the 
right to go into a Federal court and ob ... 
tain an injunction as individuals prior 
to suffering that damage when they can 
show the court that such damage will 
fiow from the conduct declared to be 
unlawful under the amendment, unless 
an injunction is issued to ·prevent its 
happening. If that is the interpretation 
that is made of the amendment by the 

courts-and I submit that it ·15 more 
than probable; in fact, I think it is a 
better legal argument to argue that such 
a right becomes available to the indi
vidual under the amendment thhn- to 
argue to the contrary-then we are re
storing as to these secondary l;>oycott and 
jurisdictional strike cases the right of 
the individual employer to obtain an 
injunction just as the Senator from 
Minnesota contemplated in his amend
ment which was defeated earlier this 
afternoon. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I shall be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I simply wanted to point 
out that there exists a right of injunc
tion today. There is a right of injunc-· 
tion against mass picketing; there is a 
right of injunction in other labor dis
putes. The only question is whether it 
·is subject to the provisions of the Nor
ris-LaGuard1a Act, which · imposes a 
dozen different qualifications. 

So far as the pending amendment is 
concerned, if it in any way indirectly 
authorizes an injunction, it would s_till 
be subject to all the provisions of the. 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. The question 
here is not one of injunction. The 
Norris-LaGuardia Act does not say that 
no one shall obtain an injunction in labor 
disputes. It says no one shall obtain 

-an injunction unless he complies With 
the terms ·of that act. The reason I 
was not -willing to vote- for the Ball 
amendment was that · it sets aside the 
provisions of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 
Whatever may be the .fact as · to what 
relief courts will give in civil suits for 
damages ·or otherwise, obviously, the 
amendment still remains subject to the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. So I do not see 
the point of the Senator's objection to 
the amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish it were as obvious 
as the Senator from Ohio tries to make 
it · appear to be by assertion, but the 
fact is that, as of now, secondary boy
cotts and jurisdictional disputes do not 
result in injunctions under the Norris
LaGuardia Act. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator _again yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFI'. They do result in injunc

tions. Two or three injunctions have 
ben issued when persons have been able 
to comply with the terms of the Norris
LaGuardia Act, whenever violence is in
volved. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, whenever violence 
is involved, yes, but we do not have an 
amendment here which so defines the 
conduct that is to be made unlawful. It 
does not require violence · in secondary 
boycotts and the jurisdictional disputes 
as a basis for the unlawful conduct pro
hibited by the amendment. The cases 
cited by the Senator from Ohio are not 
in point insofar as the effects of his 
amendment are concerned. 

What the Senator is saying is that it 
shall be unlawful to participate in juris
dictional disputes or secondary boycotts 
when tne result is to do damage to who
ever suffers from cases of secondary boy
cott or jurisdictional disputes. 
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Mr. TAFT. And for the purpose of 

this section only. 
Mr. MORSE. For the purpose of this 

section only. 
· Mr. •TAFT. The purpose is to enable 

the bringing of civil suits for damages. 
Mr. MORSE. It seems to me that 

there is implicit in the Senator's position 
the argument w;hich the junior Senator 
from Oregon is making, namely, that 
once such conduct is declared to be un
lawful and so defined in the amendment, 
ipso facto, the individual employer then 
has the right to obtain an injunction to 
prevent the damage from accruing, in re
gard to which he is given the right to 
sue for damages which otherwise might 
be suffered. 

Mr. TAFT. I should say, if at all, only 
subject to all the proper restrictive pro
visions in the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

Mr. MORSE. I am pointing out that, 
in my judgment, the Senator automati
cally removes those restrictions when he 
says that "for the purposes of this sec
tion," this conduct shall be unlawful, and 
that in regard to such conduct the indi
vidual may sue for damages. If he can 
sue for damages, he certainly is entitled 
to protection by way of injunctive relief 
before the damage accrues. 

Mr. TAFT. Let me say in reply to the 
Senator or anyone else who makes the 
same argument, that that is not the in
tention of the author of the amendment. 
'It is not his belief as to the effect of it. 
It is not the advice of counsel to the com- · 
mittee. Under those circumstances, I do 
not believe that any court would con
strue the amendment along the lines sug
gested by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate that state
ment from the Senator from Ohio. I 
sought it earlier in the-afternoon. I am 
glad to have it now. Since I made my 
argument earlier in the afternoon, I, too, 

• have received advi-ce from high counsel 
in the Government. After discussing the 
legal problem with me, they reached ex
actly the same conclusion I have reached 
in re.gard to the legal effect of declaring 
such conduct unlawful. They agree that 
what will happen as a result of the in
clusion of the language "unlawful" in the 
amendment is that as to the conduct 
covered by the amendment we would 
give the right to the individual employer 
to injunctive ·relief, and the Norris
LaGuardia Act would not apply._ 

The second legal objection which I 
wish to raise to the amendm~t goes to 
part <b> of the amendment. There 
is some very interesting language there 
to which I wish to invite the attention 

' of the Senate: 
Whoever shall be injured in his business or 

property by reason of any violation of sub
section (a) may sue therefor in any district 
court of the United States subject to the 
limitations and provisions of section 301 
hereof. 

The word to which I invite attention is 
the word "whoever." Take a look at the 
breadth of that language-

Whoever shall be injured in his business or 
property-

Whoever shall suffer any injury shall 
have the right to sue therefor. It is dif
ficult for me to understand how such 
broad language can be used in an amend-

ment such as this, when we bear in 
mind the legal consequences of the lan
guage . . In a moment I wish to talk in 
terms of a few hypothetical cases. 

First, let me point out that under the 
Sherman Act, when the Supreme Court 
came to pass upon the meaning of the 
phrase "restraint of trade," it did not 
rule that any interference with trade re
sulted in restraint of trade. It did not 
take the position that any injury shown 
would result in a finding that the con
duct of the party charged with acting 
in restraint of tr(;l,de constituted re
straint of . trade. To the contrary, in 
the cases which I cited in my speech this 
morning, the Coronado cases, and par
ticularly in the leather case, the decisions 
of Mr. Justice Taft, but even more par
ticularly-and I wish to dwell on it for · 
a moment-the decision of Mr. Justice 
Stone in the Apex Hosiery case shows 
that under the Sherman Act and under 
the Clayton Act, when the court was 
dealing with the question of treble dam
ages, it limited to very narrow confines 
the conduct which could be interpreted 
as restraint of trade. 

In the Apex Hosiery case <310 U. S. 
469), decided in 1940, the court recog
nized the distinction between primary 
intent and objectives and the secondary 
inevitable intent present in every strike 
to limit or restrict production. If it is 
enough to look to the secondary intent 
to stop production, then, as the Supreme 
Court has consistently pointed out, every 
strike would b~ illegal. 

Mark the language of Mr. Chief Jus
ti~e Stone in the Apex H9siery case. He 
said: . 

Concededly the purpose of the strikers and 
their principal objective was to compel peti
tioners to yield to their demands for a union 
shop, but it is a matter of common knowl
edge and experience that the stoppage of a 
large manufacturing plant, which the 
strikers did intend, whose product is dis
tributed generally to consumers throughout 
the country, would prevent its shipp1ents in 
interstate commerce. 

• • • • 
Underlying and implicit in all of them is 

recognition that the Sherman Act was not 
enacted to police interstate transportation, 
or to afford a remedy for wrongs, which are 
actionable under State law, and resuit from 
obstructions and conspiracies which fall r 

short, both in their purpose and effect, of 
any form of market control of a commod
ity-

In other words, he was suggesting one 
test as to whether or not it was a re
.straint of trade-the test of whether the 
objective was to concentrate a control of 
the market- · 
such as to "monopolize the supply, control 
its price, or discriminate between its would
be purchasers." These elements of restraint 
of trade are wholly lacking here: We only 
hold now, as we have previously held in 
both labor and nonlabor cases, that such 
restraints are not within the Sherman Act 
unless they are intended to have, or in fact 
have, the effect on the market on which the 
courts relied to establish violation in the 
second Coronado case. 

If, without such effect on the market, we 
were to hold that a local factory strike, 
stopping production and shipment of its 
product interstate, violates the Sherman 
law, practically every strike in modern in
dustry would be brought within the juris
diction of the Federal courts. 

I cite these decisions in order to make 
this application of them: When the 
court was dealing with violations under 
the Sherman Act it limited the applica
tion to so-called primary injury, not 
secondary. But in this amendment we 
have language which says: 

Whoever shall be injured in his business 
or property by reason of any violation of 
subsect ion (a) may sue therefor in any dis
trict court of the United St ates subject to 
the limitations and provisions of section 301 
hereof. 

See what that language encompasses. 
Let us take a hypothetical case or two. 
Suppose that A operates a print shop. 
B is a union working for A. C is another 
union working for another employer. C 
carries on a secondary boycott against 
A's plant. As a result of that secondary 
boycott a thousand drug stores do not 
receive delivery of a certain h:sue of a 
popular magazine. Under the terms of 
this amendment, they bring a thousand 
lawsuits against the union, charging 
that they have suffered, let us assume for 
hypothetical purposes, a loss of $200 per 
store in profits from the sale of the maga
zines. That is one example in which it 
seems to me that under the language of 
the amendment we go into what amounts 
to a secondary injury rather than a pri
mary injury. But I see nothing in this 
language which would stop the bringing 
of a multiplicity of suits against a union 
which lost its head and engaged in a 
boycott for a certain period. 

Of course, as I said this mornirig, the 
result of thjs device is to litigate a union 
right out of existence if it makes a mis
take . . I . say, furthermore, that the so
called punishment that would flow from 
this amendment in such cases is an un
conscionable punishment. It is too 
harsh and will lead to labor strife, not 
labor peace. · 

I think this amendment ought to be 
sent back to committee and have its 
language worked over so that we shall 
not bring into the law a statute which 
will involve such a sweeping punishment 
upon ·the unions of the country when 
they make the type of mistake that some 
will undoubtedly make-because unions 
are composed of human beings. 

I say to the Senator from Ohio that I 
seriously question whether he can find 
another statute that has such sweeping 
power as is given in this bill to bring 

·suits when there are secondary injuries 
and not primary injuries. It is not lim
ited to the so-called direct injury suf
fered by the employer who has- relation
ships with a particular trade-union or
ganization. It covers 140,000,000 Ameri
can people, any one of whom, under this 
language, if he can show that he suffered 
any injury whatsoever from a secondary 
boycott or from a jurisdictional dispute, 
can come in with an action against the 
union and flood our courts with a multi
tude of litigatiol).. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. The Senator asks for a 

parallel, and I can give him one. Under 
the Sherman Act the same question of 
boycott damage is subject to a suit for 
damages and attorneys' fees. In this 
case we simply provide for the amount 
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of the actual damages. But the parallel 
is exactly the same, only u_nder the Sher
man Act, if a group of businessmen put 
a small concern out of business, they are 
subject to a suit for damages. If a labor 
union does the same thing, why should 
it not be subject to a suit for damages? 

Mr. MORSE. I say, with all respect, 
that if the Senator will read the opinion 
of his liistinguished father in the Coro
nado case he could not reach that con
clusion; and if he would read the 
decision of Justice Stone in the Apex 
case he could not reach that conclusion. 
They made it very plain that they were 
limit ing liability to so-called primary 
injuries, and that the restraint of trade 
referred to under the statute had to be 
a restraint that affected the market. 
The Senator has not included in his 
amendment language which is restrictive 
or which is pa1 allel to the narrow and 
restrictive interpretations of the Su
preme Court under the Sherman and 
Clayton Act~. I want the RECORD to 
show that this afternoon, because I 
think the Senate, it it passes this amend
ment, will be passing an amendment 
without having a full appreciation of 
the legal consequePces of the amendment. 
Thus; in conclusion, I ask the Senate to 
reject the amendment because of the 
undesirable legal consequences which 
will flow from its adoption. 

I now turn my attention for a few 
minutes to an entirely different matter. 

I have in my hand a copy of the May 
~947 issue of the Republican News, which 
is supposed to be the official organ of the 
National Republican Committee. I note 
on one page that there is a full-page 
discussion under the heading "The rights 
of labor." and in large type at the bot
tom of the page "That's what the people 
ordered last November!'' Then there 
is this interesting paragraph: 

All of the rights listed above are guaran
teed by the b111 (H. R. 3020) passed by the 
House of Representatives pursu~nt to Re
publican promis~s during the 1946 campa.lgn. 
The bili alEO insures free collective bargain
ing: protects the interests of the public and 
of man<.gement; and is designed to prevent 
recurrence of the production-paralyzing 
epidemic of industrial disputes stimulated 
by the intrusion of politics into labor-man-
agement relations. · 

It purports to set out the main pro
visions of th,e Hartley bill. 

I think it is a fair interpretation to 
say that there is an attempt made by the 
editors of the Republican News to cre
ate the impression that the Hartley bill 
is the official Republican labor PQlicy. 

I think there is the further implica
tion_;.the only inference that can be 
placed upon the article-that the pro
visions of the Hartley bill are what the 
Republican Party promised the voters 
last November. I want to record a cate
gorical denial of any such inference or 
implication or representation, Mr. Pres
ident. There are some Republicans who 
presented such a point of view and other 
Republicans who presented other points 
of view on labor in the last campaign. I 
think it is unfortunate that such an im
pression is given bY. the Republican News 
that this statement of labor principles 
represents the Republican labor pro
gram. Some of the votes in the Senate in 
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recent days would certainly cause some 
doubts as to that. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. The Senator spoke in 

quite a number of States in the primaries 
and · before the last general election, did 
he not? 

Mr. ~v.IORSE. I think .I ·spoke in ap
proximately 15 States. 

Mr. LANGER. Did the Senator make 
any such statement as that in speaking 
to the farmers? 

Mr. MORSE. In speaking to the 
farmers I said that so far as I was con
cerned I would endeavor to make Repub:. 
lican policy, to the extend that I had any 
influen~e in the party. favor the type of 
labor program to be found in title I of 
the bill which came out of committee 
and Which consists chiefly of my proposal 
for amendments to the Wagner Act. 

Mr. LANGER. I want to say to the 
distinguished · Senator from Oregon that 
promises such as he has referred to were 
never made by any Republican speaker 
in North Dakota. 

Mr. MORSE. I was very careful to 
·make no promises for the Republican 
Party, because I do not believe that in
dividual Republican speakers should be 
going around the country stating what 
the Republican polic-y is on any issue. I 
think we ought to evolve Republican pol
icy on the floor of the United States Sen
ate and on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, and then go before the 
Republican voters of the country and 
ask them if they want to endorse that 
as the policy at election time by their 
ballots. It will be interesting also, when 
we get through with this labor legisla
tion in this session, to see what the voters 
think of it in 1948. 

The last comment I want to make on 
this matter is that I hold in my hand, 
also, Mr. President, another little sheet 
called the NAM News, of April 26, 1947, 
in which, under the heading "The work
er's bill of rights, by Representative 
FRED A. HARTLEY, Jr.," I find Verbatim the 
same language that I find in the Repub
ljcan News article under the heading 
"The rights of labor." I am sure it is 
unnecessary for me to draw any infer
ences. 
. I ask to have both articles incorporated 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

. There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Republican News for May 1947] 

THE RIGHTS OF LABOR 

1. The right to join with his fellow workers 
to select as their bargaining agent the union 
that they want, not the union that is forced 
upon them. 

2. The right to get a job without joining 
any union. 

3. The right to vote by secret ballot in a 
fair and free election on whether his em
ployer and a union can make him join th~ 
union to keep his job. 

4. The right to require the union that is 
his bargaining agent to represent him with
out discriminating against him in any way 
or for any reason, even if he is not a member 
of the union. 

5. The right, with his fellow employees, to 
make demands of their own and to bargain 
about them through the leaders of their own 

local union without dictation by national 
and international officers and representatives 
and without regard to the demands of other 
employees upon other employers. 

6. The' right to keep on working am .. get
ting his pay in spite of sympathy st rikes, 
jurisdictional disputes, illegal boycotts, anct 
oth er disputes that do not involve him and 
his union or his employer . 

7. The right to know what he is striking 
about before he is called out on strike, and 
to vote by secret ballo.t in a free and fair elec
tion on whether to strike or not aft er he has 
been t old what his employer has offered h im. 

8. The right · to express h is opin ion con
cerning union policies, union officers and 
candid~tes for union office, and to make and 
file charges against his employer, the union, 
or union officers, without suffering any 
penalty or discrimination . 

9. The right to vote py secret ballot, with
out fear, in free and fair elections on any 
matter of union policy-how much dues he 
shall pay, what assessments the union can 
m o.ke him pay. what the union can spend 
the money for. 

10. The right to vote by secret ballot in 
free and fair elections for his own choice of 
union officers. 

11. The right to know how much money 
his union has, how much it pays its officers, 
and how much of the union's money the 
officers use for their expenses. 

12. The right to refu,se to pay the union 
for any kind of insurance that he does not 
want. 

13. The right to stay a member of a union, 
without being suspended or expelled, except 
for 11) not paying dues; (2) disclosing con
fidential information of the union; (3) vio
lating the union's contract; (4) being a Com
munist or fellow traveler; (5) being con
victed of a felony, that is, of a serious crime; 
(6) · engaging in disreputable conduct that 
reflects on the union. 

14. The right to be free of threats to his 
family for doing things in connection with 
union matters that an employer or a union 
doesn't like . 

15. The right to settle his own grievances 
with his employer. 

1 16. The right, without fear of reprisal, to 
support any candidate for public office that 
he chooses and to decide for himself whether 
or not his money will be spent for political 
purposes. 

17. The right to go to and from his work 
without being threatened or molested. 

18. The right to have a fair hearing, before 
an impartial board, without cost to himself, 
whenever he believes that any employer or 
any union is depriving him · of these rights. 

All of the rights listed above are guaranteed 
by the bill (H. R. 3020) passed by the House 
of Representatives pursuant to Republican 
promises during the 1946 campaign. The bill 
also insures free collective bargaining; pro
tects the interests of the public and of man
agement; 1!-nd is designed to prevent recur
rence of the production-paralyzing epidemic 
of industrial disputen stimulated by the in
trusion of politics into labor-management 
relations. 

That's what the people ordered last No· 
vember. · 

[From the NAM News of April 26, 1947] 
THE WORKER'S BILL OF RIGHTS 

(By Representative FRED A. HARTLEY, JR.) 

Our bill of rights gives to each worker: 
1. The right to join with his fellow workers 

to select a collective-bargaining agent of 
their own choosing; that is to say, one that 
is not forced on them. -

2. The right to get a job without joining 
any union. 
· 3. The right to vote by secret ballot in a 
fair and free election, the votes in which are 
openly counted, on whether his employer 
and a union can make him join the union to 
keep his job. 
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4. The right to require the union that is 

his bargaining agent to represent him with
out discriminating against him in any way 
or for any reason, even 1f he is not a member 
of the union. 

5. The right with his fellow employees to 
make demands of their own, and to bargain 
about them through the- leader~) of their own 
local union, without dictation by national 
and international officers and representa
tives, and without regard to the demands of 
other employees upon other employers. 
· 6 The right to keep on working and get

ting his pay without sympathy strikes, ju
risdictional disputes, lllegal boycotts, and 
other disputes that do not involve him and 
his union or his employer. 

7. The right to know what he is striking 
about before he is called out on ·strike, and 
to vote by secret ballot in a free and fair 
election on whether to strike or not after he 
has been told what his employer has otrered 
him. 

8. The right to express his opinion con
cerning union policies, union officers, and 
c.andidates for union office, and to make and 
file charges against his employer, the union, 
or the uriion officers, without suffering any 
penalty or discrimination. · 

9. The right to vote by secret ballot, with
out fear in {ree and fair elections, on any 
matter of union policy-how much dues he 
shall pay, what assessments the union can 
make him pay, what the union can spend the 
money for. 

10. The right to vote by secret ballot in 
free and fair elections for his own choice of 
union officers. 

11. The right to know how much money 
his union has, how much it pays its officers, 
and bow much of t):le uni-on's mon~y the 
officers use for their expenses. -

12. The right to refuse to pay the un1on 
for any kind of insurance, welfare, or relief 
that he does not. want. 

13. The · right to receive his pay in his 
pay t;lnvelope, without the ·employer and the 
union spending it for him, checking lt off 
for union du~s or for other purposes. 

14. 'I'he right to stay a member of a union, 
without being suspended or expelled, except 
for (1) not paying dues, (2) disclosing con
fidential information of the union, (3) vio
lating the union's contract, (4~ being a Com
munist or fellow traveler, (5) being convicted 
of a felony, (6) engaging in disreputable con
duct that reflects on the union. 

15. The right to be free of threats to his 
family for doing things in ·connection with 
union matters that an employer or a .'union 
does not like. 

16. The right to settle his own grievances 
with his employer. · 

17. The right without fear of reprisal, to 
support any candidate for public office that 
he chooses and to decide for himself whether 
or not his money will be spent for political 
purposes. 

18. The right to go to and from his work 
without being threatened or molested. 

19. The right to a union free of Com
munist domination and control, and one 
that is devoted to honest trade unionism 
and not class warfare and turmoil. 

20. Every right to strike for any legitimate 
obJ.ect that he has had under our laws for 
the last hundred years. 

21. And finally, the right to have a fair 
hearing, before an impartial board, without 
cost to himself, whenever he believes that 
any employer or any union is depriving hil!l 
of these rights. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment submitted 
by the Senator from Ohio, as modified. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered; 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hawkes 
Baldwin Hayden 

· Ball Hickenlooper 
Barkley Hill 
Brewster Hoey 
Bricker Holland 
Bridges Ives 
Brooks Jenner 
Buck Johnson, Colo. 
Bushfleld Johnston, S.c. 
Butler Kern 
Byrd Kilgore 
Cain Knowland 
Capehart Langer 
Capper Lodge 
Connally Lucas 
Cooper McCarran 
Cordon McCarthy 
Donnell McClellan 
Downey . McFarland 
Dworshak McG.rath 
Eastland McKellar 
Ecton McMahon 
Ellender Magnuson 
Ferguson Malone 
Flanders Martin 
Fulbright Maybank 
George Millikin 
Green Moore 
Gurney Morse 
Hatch Murray. 

Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
Overton 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Watkins 
Wherry · 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Nine
ty-one Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing · to the 
modified amendment offered by the senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], which 
will be stated. · 

The CmEF CLERK. On page 54 after 
line 4, it is proposed to insert the follow-
~g: . 
BOYCOTTS AND OTHER UNLAWFUL COMBINA'nONS 

SEc. 303. (a) It shall be unlawful, for the · 
purpo~es of this section only, in an industry 
or activity affecting commerce, for any labor 
organization to engage in, or to induce or 
encourage the employees of any employer to 
engage in, a strike or a concerted refusal to 
use, manufacture, process, transport, or oth
erwise handle or work on any goods, articles, 
materials, or commodities or to perform any 
services in the course of their employment--

( 1) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any employer or other person to cease using, 
selling, handling, transporting, or otherwise 
dealing in the products of any other pro
ducer, processor, or manufacturer, or to cease 
doing business with any other person; 

(2) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any other employer to recognize or bargain 
with a labor organization as the representa
tive of his employees unless such labor organ
ization has been certified as the representa
tive of such employees under the provisions 
of section 9 (a) of the National Labor Rela
tions Act; 

(~) for the purpose of forcing or req~irtng 
any employer to recognize or bargain wit.h a 
particular labor organization as the repre
sentative of his employees if another labor 
organization has been certified as the repre
sentative of such employees under the pro
visions of section 9 (a) of the National Labor 
Relations Act; 

(4) for the purpose of forcing or requiring 
any employer to assign to a particular labor 
organization work tasks assigned by an em
ployer to some other labor organization unless 
such employer is failing to conform to -an 
order of certification of the National Labor 
Relations Board determining the bargaining 
representative for employees performing such 
work tasks·. Nothing contained ·in this sub
section shall be construed to make unlawful 

a refusal by any persbn to enter upon the 
premises of any employer (other thau h1s: own 
employer), if the employees of such em
ployer are engaged 1n .a strik.e ratified or 
approved by a representative of such em
ployees whom such employel' is required to 
recognize under the National Labor Relations 
Act. -

(b) Whoever shall be injured in his busi
ness or property .by reason of any violation 
of subsection (a) may sue therefor in any 
district court of the United States subject to 
the limitations and provisions of section 301 
hereof without respect to the amount in 
controversy, or in any other court having 
jurisdiction of the parties, and shall recover 
the damages by him S':lstained and the cost 
of the suit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that 

the Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] 
is necessarily absent and is paired with 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY]. If present and yoting the 
Senator from Maine would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Wyoming, if 
present, would · vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY], who is necessarily absent 
because of illness in his family, is paired 
with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEz]. If present and voting the Sen
ator from New Hampshire would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from New MeXico, 
if present, would vote "nay." 

Mr. LUCAS. 1 announce that the Sen
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], 
who is absent on public business, is paired 
on this vote with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. WHITE]. If present, the 
Senator from Wyoming-· would vote 
"nay," and the Senator from Maine 
would vote "yea." On this vote the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
who is unavoidably detained, is paire'd 
with the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. TOBEYJ. If present, . the Senator 
from New. MeXico would vote "nay:' and 
the Senator from New Hampshire would 
vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 65, 
nays 26, as follows: 

YEAS-65 
Baldwin George O'Daniel 
Ball Gurney Overton 
Brewster Hawkes Reed 
Bricker Hickenlooper Revercomb 
Bridges Hoey Robertson, Va · 
Brooks Holland Robertson, Wyo. 
Buck Ives Russell 
Bushfleld Jenner Saltonstall 
Butler Johnson, Colo. Smith 
Byrd Kern Stewart 
Cain Know land Taft 
Capehart Lodge Thye 
Capper Lucas Tydings 
Cooper McCarthy Umstead 
Cordon McClellan Vandenberg 
Donnell McKellar Watkins 
Dworshak Malone Wherry · 
Eastland Martin Wiley 
Ecton May bank Williams 
Ferguson Millikin Wilson 
Flanders Moore Young 
Fulbright O'Conor 

NAY8-26 
Aiken Johnston, s. c. Murray 
Barkley Kilgore Myers 
Connally Langer Pepper 
Downey McCarran Sparkman 
Ellender McFari.and Taylor 
Green McGrath Thomas. Qkla. 
Hatch McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Hayden Magnlison Wagner 
Hill Morse 
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NOT VOTING-4 

Chavez 
O'Mahone:v 

Tobey White 

So Mr. TAFT's amendment, as modi
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. WHERRY. Various Members of 
the Senate have ·made inquiry in refer
ence to the announcement made yester
day by the senior Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] that it would be the intention 
to have the Senate remain in session to
night until all amendments are d:sposed 
of. I repeat that announcement at this 
time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to inquire of the Senator from Nebraska 
whether his announcement is to be in
terpreted as meaning that if all amend
ments are not disposed of during the 
early portion of the night, the Senate 
will be expected to continue in session 
all night. 

. Mr. WHERRY. I say to my distin
guished colleague and friend that we 
shall be reasonable in regard to the mat
ter. We expect to request the Senate 
to remain in session during the night as 
long as that can be done. with comfort'; 
but if some amendments are not dis
posed of after a reasonable time, no 
doubt a recess will be taken. 

However, the intention is to have the 
Senate continue to consider the amend
ments until they are disposed of, and we 
hope it will be possible to do that wit~out 
having a night session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In other . words, if 
the amendments are disposed of before 
night, there will not be a night session; 
but if the amendments are not disposed 
of before night, there will be a night 
session? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 
Mr. TAFT: Mr. President, let me say 

that I see no reason why the amend
ments cannot be disposed of before 6 
or 7 o'clock, if all Senators will get down 
to business and will do nothing but con
sider and discuss the amendments. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to state that there are some 
Senators, of whom I am one, who wish 
to discuss the bill itself in general, with
out reference to any particular amend
ment. Of course, it is not necessary to 
do that before the amendments are dis
posed of, and personally I have no desire 
to interfere with the disposition of the 
amendments in order to make a general 
speech on the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if all Sen
ators who wish to make general speeches 
on the bill will adopt the attitude just 
expressed by the r !enator from Kentucky, 
I think it will be possible to dispose of 
all amendments promptly today, and 
then to have the bill open for debate on 
Monday and Tuesday for as long as 
any Senator may wish to discuss the bill 
itself. · 
· Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, l wish to 
ask the Senator from Ohio how many 
amendments remain to be acted upon. 

Mr. TAFT. There are approximately 
five or six. One or two of them will 
not be controversial at all. Perhaps 
several will require a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the Senator in charge of the. 
bill wheth€r it is desired to have the 
Senate vote on the bill itself tonight. 

Mr. TAFT. No; no effort will be made 
to have the Senate do that. There will 
be no vote on the bill tonight, so far as 
we are concerned. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But it is the inten
tion to have the amendments voted on 
tonight; is it? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; we hope to have· the 
Senate vote on the amendments tonight. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I offer 
an ~mendment to Senate bill 1126, and 
ask that it be read by the clerk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 12, line 23, 
after the word "agreement", it is pro
posed to insert the following: "Provided 
further, That, notwithstanding this act 
or any other statute of the United States. 
an employer shall be required to accept 
and establish a union · shop if three
fourths of the employees of such em- · 
player have voted for the establishment 
of a union shop which for the purposes 
of this act is defined as a shop where 
employees, as a condition of continued 
employment, are required to join within 
30 days. following the beginning of em..: 
ployment the labor organization desig
nated as the representative for collec
tive bargaining of the employees as pro
vided in section 9 <a> and authorized 
to enter into such an agreement' in the 
most recent election held as provided in 
section 9 <e>." 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an opinion on the constitu
tionality of the amendment which I have 
just offered. 

There being r"o objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF AM.ENDMENT OF NA

TIONAL ,LABOR RELATIONS ACT ~0 PROVIDE FOR 
A UNION SHOP 

Any amendment of the National Labor Re
lations Act, like the act itself, must be sus
tained, if at all, on the basis of the con
gressional power under article I, section 8, 
clause 3, to regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce. SeeN . L. R . B. v. Jones & Laugh
lin Steel Corp. ( (1937) 301 U. S. 1); Consoli
dated Edison Co. v. N. L . R. B. ( (1938) 305 U.S. 
197). 'The Supreme Court has said repeatedly 
that this power is ·•complete in itself, may be 
exercised to its utmost extent, and acknowl
edges no limitations, other than are pre
scribed In the Constitution." Gibbons v. 
Ogden' ((1824) 9 Wheat. 1); Currin v. Wal
lace ( (1939) 306 U. S. 1); U. S. v. Darby 
((1941) 312 U. S. 100). The congressional 
authority to protect interstate commerce 
thus is extremely broad. Bowie v. Gonzalez 
(C. C. A. 1, 1941; 117 F. (2d) 11) . Congress 
may follow its own conception of public pol
icy in imposing restrictions on commerce 
(U. S. v. Darby, supra), and the choice of 
means is within its discretion so long as 
there is no exercise of arbitrary power (Cur
rin v. Wallace, supra) . It may aim at partic
ular difficulties thought imperative (N. L. 
R. B. v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., supra; 
Florida Fruit & Produce, Inc. v. U. S. (C. C. A. 
5, 1941; 117 F. (2d) 506) ), and the wisdom or 
policy of the choice is not one for the 
courts to question (U. S. v. Darby, supra; 
N. L. R. B. v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., 
supra.) Where some specific situation or area 
of conduct is deemed to have an in.1urious 
effect on labor relations and hence obstruct 
a~d interfere with the free flow of commerce, 
the congressional power may be exerted to 
correct· the matter, and it 1s not necessary 

to show that such corrective measure wlll 
solve all problems giving rise to labor diffi
culties (Ovemight Motor Transportation co ... 
Inc. v. Missel ( (1942) 316 U. S. 572)). Ac
cordingly, if Congress determined that the 
imposition of union shops, where the pro
posed electiqns so decide. would serve to im
prove labor relations and remove grounds of 
dissatisfaction among employees, that de
termination should be given decisive weight 
by the courts. 

The proposed amendment does · not inter
fere with the employer's free right to · con
tract for employment with whom he pleases. 
Nor does it directly compel him to enter into 
any collective-bargaining agreement with 
the representative of the union shop. See 
N. L. R. B. v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp. 
( (1937) 301 U.S. 1). Insofar as it may com
pel him later to discharge those who become 
members of the union but who do not fulfill 

1 their union obligations, his freedom of con
tract is not unconstitutionally impaired. 
The Uberty of contract guaranteed by the 
Constitution under the fifth amendment is 
not an absolute one, but is a freedom from 
arbitrary restraint rather than an immunity 
from reasonable regulation imposed in the 
interests of society. Car teton Screw Prod
ucts Co. v. Fleming (C. C. A. 8th, 1942; 126 
F . . (2d) 537; certiorari denied, 317 U.S. 634). 
"Congress may constitutionally deny the lib-
erty of contract to the extent of • • • 
regulating every contract which is reasonably 
calculated to affect injuriously the public 
interests • • • Congress may constitu
tionally regulate the making or performance 
of contracts where reasonably necessary to 
effect the p:urposes for which the National 
Government was created, such as the regula
tion of interstate commerce." Carleton 
Screw Products Co. v. Fleming, supra. The 
theory of the amendment is that free oppor
tunity for negotiation with accredited repre
sentatives of employees, in situations where 
the employees themselves have evinced a de
sire to maintain uniform and full .member
ship in the representative union, is likely to 
promote industria.l peace .and bring about 

· the adjustments and agreements which the 
act otherwise does not directly compel. See 
N. L . R. B. v. Jones & Laughlin Steel C01·p., 
supra. 

On the same basis, there seems to be no 
ground for contention that · the proposed 
amendment in any other aspect constitutes 
a violation of due process of law under the 
fifth amendment. See U.S. v. Darby ((1941) 
312 U.s. 100): N. L. R. B. v. Jones & Laugh
lin Steel Corp., supra. With respect to the 
argument that the amendment denies the 
employer the equal protection of the laws, it 
can be answered that the fifth amendment 
directly imposes no such requirement on the 
Federal Government-as the fourteenth 
amendment does upon the States (Currin v. 
Wallace, supra; Florida Fruit & Produce, Inc., 
v. u.s., supra: Carleton Screw Products Co. v. 
Fleming, supra): and in any event all that 
is required is that no person or class. shall be 
denied the same protection of the law en
joyed by other persons or classes in like cir
cumstances . Carleton Screw Products Co. v. 
Fleming, supra. The proposed amendment 
treats all employers on the same basis, and 
the fact that some employers may be com
pelled by election to acquiesce in a union 
shop where others may not, is not decisive. 

In cun·in v. Wallace, supra, the constitu
tionality of the Tobacco Inspection 'Act of 
August 23, 1935 ( 49 Stat. 731; 7 U. s. C. 511a-
51lq), was in question. This act authorized 
the Secretary of Agriculture to establish to
bacco. standards and designate those auction 
markets where tobacco bought and sold 
moved In interstate commerce, and provided 
that no tobacco should be bought or sold 
therein until inspected and certified by an 

\lii.Uthorized representative of the' Secretary. 
It was specified, however, that the Secretary 
could not designate such a market unless 
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two-thirds of the growers, voting at a pre
scribed referendum, favored it. Since this 
meant that some markets would be regulated 
and othl!'rs would not, the constitutionality 
of the act was challenged. The Court re
jected this contention, saying: 

"We have repeatedly said that the power 
given to Congress to regulate interstate and 
foreign commerce is 'complete in itself, may 
be exercised to its utmost extent, and ac
knowledges no limitations, other than are 
prescribed in the Constitution' (Gibbons v. 
Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1, 196). To hold that Con
gress in establishing its reg:ulation is re
stricted to the making of uniform rules 
would be to impose a limitation which the 
Constitution does not prescribe. There is no 
requirement of uniformity in connection 
with the commerce power (art. I, sec. 8, par. 
3) such as there is with respect to the power 
to lay duties, imposts, and excises (art. I, 
sec. 8, par. 1) (Clark Distilling Co. v. Western 
Maryland R. Co., 242 U. S. 311, 327). Un
doubtedly the exercise of the commerce power 
Is subject to the fifth amendment (Monon
gahela Navigation Co. v. United States, 148 
U. S. 312, 336; United States v. Cress, 243 U. 8. 
316, 326; LouisVille Bank v. Radford, 295 U. S. 
555, 589); but that amendment, unlike the 
fourteenth, has no equal-protection clause 
(LaBelle Iron Works v. United States, 256 
U. S. 877, 392; Steward Machine Co. v. Davfs, 
SOl U. S. 548, 584). 

"If It be assumed that there might be dis
crimination of such an injurious character 
as to bring into operation the due process 
clause of the fifth amendment, that Is a 
dilferent matter from a contention that mere 
lack of uniformity in the exercise of the 
commerce pcwer renders the action of Con
gress Invalid For that contention we find 
no warrant. It is of the essence of the 
plenary power conferred that Congress may 
exercise its discretion in the use of the pow
er. Congress may choose the commodities 
and places to which the regulation shaH ap
ply. Congress may consider and weigh rela
tive situations and needs. Congress Is not 
restricted by any technical requirement but 
may make limited applications and resort to 
tests so that It may have the benefit of ex
perience In deciding upon the continuance or 
extension of a policy which under the Con
stitution tt is free to adopt. As to such 
choices, the question Is one of wisdom and 
not of power." 

The fact that the proposed amendment 
may result In the regulation of Intrastate 
activities is not fatal. (N. L. B. B. v. Fairblatt 
(1939), 306 U. S. 601: U. S. v. Darby (1941) 
312 U.S. 100). And see discussion In U.S. v. 
Southeastern Underwriters Ass'n ( (1944) 322 
U.S. 533): Polish Nat. Alliance of the U.S. ot 
North America v. N. L. B. B. ((1944) 322 U.S. 
643) . Nor is it material that various States 
may have enacted statutes regUlating the 
union shop, for the exercise of State power 
In this respect cannot affect or limit the 
constitutional power of the Federal Govern
ment. (Consolidated Edison Co. v. N. L. R. B. 
(1938), 305 U.S. 197; U.S. v. Darby, supra). 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the bill 
as now written outlaws the closed shop; 
that is, it makes it illegal for an employer 
or the employees to agree to, or operate 
under, a closed-shop agreement. My 
amendment is intended to amend that 
part of the bill which provides for a union 
shop in lieu of the closed shop. Under 
this amendment, it is provided that an 
employer shall be required to accept a 
union shop if three-fourths- of the em
ployees of such employer, entitled to vote 
in an election conducted by the National 
Labor Relations Board through a secret 
ballot, vote for such union shop. The 
legislation presently provides that to es-

tablish a union as a bargaining unit a 
majority of the employees entitled to vote 
must cast their vote for such union under 
the auspices of the N:1.tional Labor Rela
tions Board, and then, and only then, 
they may negotiate with the employer 
through collective bargaining for a union 
shop. 

In a union shop, as contrasted with a 
closed shop, the employer is entitled t.o 
hire anyone he chooses, whether he be a 
member of a union or not. For the pur
poses of this act, a "union shop" is de
fined as a shop where employees, as a 
condition of continued employment, are 
required to join within 30 days following 
the beginning of such employment the 
labor organization designated as the 
representative for collective bargaining 
of the employees, as provided in section 
9 <a>. As provided in the bill, the union 
may not prevent such employment, nor 
can it ask an· employer to discharge such 
employee for any reason other than non
payment of dues. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. What effect would 

the Senator's amendment have in states 
having constitutiona.I provisions prohib
iting the closed shop? 

Mr. MALONE. That. I suppose, would 
be settled through the courts the same 
as any other con:flict in State and Fed
eral jurisdiction. Under the pending 
bill, after the union shop is decided upon 
by a majority vote of the employees, an 
employer might prolong indefinitely the 
process of collective bargaining, during 
which time he could employ nonunion 
workers as jobs became available and, in 
that manner, the union could gradually 
be broken and made ine:ffective. 

I am ready to vote for legislation which 
will regulate employees in the same way 
that employers are regulated. I shall 
not vote to destroy either one of them. 
That is my reason for o:ffering the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment submitted by the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
have read with interest the amendment 
as o:ffered, which in effect provides that 
if three-fourths of the employees 
vote--

Mr. MALONE. It has been changed 
to three-fourths. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It has been 
changed, I understand, to three-fourths 
of the employees. It provides that if 
three-fourths of the employees vote to 
have a union shop, it shall thereafter 
and thereupon be compulsory to have 
a union shop. It is provided that the 
closed shop shall be outlawed completely. 
It cannot be made even the subj~ct of 
negotiation. 

It seems to me that in view of that, 
it is entirely fair that tf three-fourths 
of those who work at a place desire a 
union shop--and we have recognized the 
union shop as valid, as a good thing in 
labor-management relations-that they 
should have it. Another thing that ap
peals to me is that we are removing an 

issue that may create great contention, 
if we should give to the men, by a three
fourths vote, a right to the union shop. 

We speak of the pending legislation as 
having a prime purpose of ending dis
putes bP.tween workers and employers. 
One of the most definite and certain 
ways of doing that, in defining the rights 
of both sides, is to fix definitely what 
each may do. That, of course, removes 
the issue from dispute between the two 
sides. 

Therefore, I want to say to the able 
Senator from Nevada that I intend to 
support his amendment. I think it fair, 
and I think it will remove from the 
stage of contention one great issue that 
might arise. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the effort 
of this amendment is to force upon an 
employer a union shop, if three-tourths 
of the men want a union shop. We 
based our entire proceeding in the com
mittee _on the theory of free collective 
bargaining. That is to say. the whole 
theory of the Wagner Act. and every 
other provision we have had, is that the 
difficulties in labor shall be settled by 
free collective bargaining between em
ployer and employees, free to bargain as 
they choose, within definite limitations. 

In this case it is proposed to force 
on an employer a union shop when he 
does not want a union shop. I myself 
think the effort is not only unwise. but 
unconstitutional. I have an opinion 
from one of the special counsel of the 
committee, Mr. Gerard D. Reilly, who 
himself was a member of the National 
Labor Relations Board for some time, 
and for a long time was Solicitor of the 
Department of Labor, stating in his opin
ion that the proposal is unc6nstitutional. 
A contract cannot be forced on the 
employer which he does not want to 
make. 

In any event, Mr. President. it · seems 
to me the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nevada represents one ex
treme. The Senator from Minnesota has 
proposed an amendment which abso
lutely outlaws the union shop altogether 
as being against public policy. The com
mittee in effect is in the middle. We 
have taken the position that if such an 
agreement is reached, and if the men 
really want it-the only purpose of the 
vote is to be sure that the men really do 
want it, because it is something which 
affects their individual rights to a tre
mendous extent-if the men really want 
it and show that they want it by voting 
in an election, and the employer also 
wants it, or is willing to grant it, then 
there may be a union shop. But it seems 
to me that a legislative body seriously 
considering the complete outlawing of 
the union shop would be stepping com
pletely to the opposite side of the whole 
position by suddenly saying that if a cer
tain number of the men wanted it the 
employer must grant a union shop. So, 
Mr. President, I very much hope the 
amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in my 
remarks, the opinion by Gerar-d D. Reilly 
that the proposed ameulisellt is uncon
stitutional. 
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There being no objection, the opinion 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Senator TAFT. 
From: Gerard D. Reilly. 

MAY 8, 1947, 

Re constitutionality of Malone amendment. 
I have examined Senator MALONE's pro

posed amendment to sectiop 8 (a) (3) of the 
committee bill, S. 1126. It would amend not 
only the committee bill but the present sec
tion 8 (3) of the National Labor Relations Act 
by compelling an employer to agree to com
pulwry membership of all the employees in 
the bargaining unit if a majority of such 
employees voted for such an arrangement. 
In other words, it differs both from existing 
law and S. 1126 in that it no longer Leaves 
the subject of compulsory union membership 
to collective bargaining but would make such 
a requirement mandatory upon the happen
ing of a certain event, namely, the election 
under section 9 (e) . 

In my opinion, such an amendment ls re
pugnant to the due-process clause of the 
fifth amendment. · 

In reaching this conclusion I did not find 
any authorities precisely in point, for appar
ently neither Congress nor any State has 
passed legislation of that character. The 
probable attitude of the Supreme Court, how
ever, is indicated by two decisions. In the 
Jones & Laughlin case (301 U . S. 1) the va
lidity of the National Labor Relations Act 
was assailed not only under the commerce 
clause but also under the due-process clause. 
In its brief the company, in support of its 
argument that there was an unlawful inter-

- ference with the right of the company to 
manage its own business, urged the following 
view upon the Court: 

"The power which it delegates to a major
ity of the employees to bind the minority is 
arbitrary and unfair and wm necessarily lead 
to the suffocation of minorities and to the 
closed shop, forcing ·the employer to herd his 
employees into an organization which is not 
of their own choice. This will in turn seri
ously disturb the discipline and morale of 
the respondents and employees with obvious 
injury to them and to the respondents" (301 
U. S. 1, at 21). 

To this argument Chief Justice Hughes, 
speaking for the majority of the Court, re
plied: 

"The act does not compel agreements be
tween employers and employees. It does not 
compel any agreement whatever. It does 
not prevent the employer from refusing to 
make a collective contract and hiring indi
vidual.{'l on whatever terms the employer may 
by unilateral action determine • • • 
The theory of the act is that free opportu
nity for negotiation with accredited repre
sentatives of employees is likely to promote 
industrial peace and may bring about the 
adjustments and agreements which the act 
in itself does not attempt to compel" (301 
U.S. 1, at 45). 

The implication of this opinion of the 
Chief Justice is clear, namely, that if the act 
had compelled an employer to conform to 
certain standards, to which he did not wish 
to agree, it would have been contrary to the 
due-process clause. 

Of course it may be argued that certain 
statutes do require an employer to agree to 
certain substantive shop conditions such as 
a 40-hour week or a minimum wage. But it 
must be remembered that these statutes 
operate only on the narrow ground that they 
bear a direct relationship to the health and 
welfare of the employees. It would be vir
tually impossible to demonstrate to a court 
that a worker's membership or nonmember
ship in a union bore some relationship to the 
promotion of health and morale .. 

The amendment might also be unconstitu
tional as infringing the rights of employees 
to earn -a livelihood without having to con
form to a discriminatory law. 

In Truax v. Raiche (239 0. S. - 33) the 
Supreme Court held that a State statute re
quiring employers to see to it that not less 
tllan 80 percent of their working force was 
composed of citizens was held repugnant to 
the rights given by the fourteenth amend
ment. In action brought by an alien em
ployee to restrain his employer from dis
charging him under this statute, the Court 
said: 

"It requires no argument to show that the 
right to work for a living in the common oc
cupations of the community is of the very 
essential of the personal freedom and oppor
tunity that it was the purpose of the amend
ment to secure" (239 0. S. 33, at 41). 

The argument was also made in that case 
that a statute requiring an employer to give 
preference to citizens as against aliens was 
not unconstitutional, since an employer was 
free to agree if he saw :fit to employ only 
citizens. 

A'similar argument might be raised in sup
port of the proposed amendment, since the 
Wagner Act now permits an employer to 
agree to hire only union men if he sees :fit. 
But this argument carried no weight with 
the Court. Mr. Justice Hughes said: 

"The fact that the employment is at the 
will" of the parties does not make it one at 
the will of others. The employee has mani
fest interest in the freedom of the employer 
to exercise his judgment without illegal 
interfeTence or compulsions." 

Some support for the proposed amend
ment might be found in the fact that cer
tain statutes which do limit an employer's. 
discretion in ·some respect, for example, 
statutes outlawing the "yellow dog" con,
tract, statutes like the Wagner Act which 
forbid an employer to discriminate in hire 
or tenure on the ground of union member
ship, ttnd statutes forbidding racial or re
ligious discrimination, have eitheT been sus
tained or are widely regarded as being valid. 
It is not believed that these statutes are 
any real analogy of the proposed amend
ment, since what it proposes is not a re
straint upon discrimination but rather a 
mandate to discriminate against a certain 
class, namely, such minority employees as do 
not wish to Join the union. It is true that 
the committee bill proposes to prevent an 
employer from requiring union membership 
unless a majority of its employees · so vote. 
If the committee bill also proposed that 
where a majority of the employees voted 
against the union shop it would become 
mandatory upon an employer to discharge 
all the union men in the bargaining unit, 
there would be a parallel to the proposed 
amendment. For the reasons 1-have stated, 
however, I am inclined to think that either 
type of proposal would be unconstitutional. 

In considering this question I studi&t Mr. 
Oglebay's memorandum-which 1 am aware 
reaches a conclusion at variance with mine. 
It should be noted, however, that most of 
the authorities which he cites deal with the 
power of Congress under the commerce 
clause to regulate labor relations in indus
tries affecting commerce. I do not question 
the existence of the commerce power but 
emphasize the fact that the exercise of this 
power is subject to the due process clause 
of the :fifth amendment. Mr. Oglebay is cor
rect in stating that this amendment, unlike 
the fourteenth amendment, does not contain 
an equal protection clause, but as the court 
stated in one of the very cases which he 
quoted at length (Currin v. Wallace (306 
u.s 1)): 

"If it be assumed that there might be 
discrimination of such unjust character as 
to bring into operation of the due process 
clause of the fifth amendment that is a dif-

ferent matter frotn a contention that mere 
lack of uniformity in the exercise of the 
commerce power ·renders the action of Con
gress invalid." 

One- of the other principal authorities 
upon which Mr. Oglebay relies, the Jones 
and .Laughlin case, supra, affords no sup
port for what he states (see p. 2 of Oglebay's 
memorandum) is the theory of the amend
ment, namely, "that free opportunity for 
negotiation with accredited representatives 
of employees not citizens where the em
ployees themselves have evinced a desire to 
maintain uniform and full membership in 
the representative union, is likely to pro
mote mdustrtal peace and to bring about the 
adjustments and agreements which the act 
otherwise does not directly compel." It is 
true that some of this language was taken 
from the court's opinion in that case, but 
since the very purpose of this amendment is 
t'o deny "free opportunity for negotiation" 
and to make the union shop mandatory 
the decision is an authority tor the very 
converse of the proposition for which it is 
cited. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Two opinions have 

been submitted for the record on this 
subject. I read briefly from the .one I 
submitted .for the record. It says: 

The proposed amendment does not inter
fere with the employer's free right to con
tract for employment with whom he pleases. 
Nor does it directly compel him to entE:r 
into any colkctive-bargaining agreemP.nt 
with · the representative of the union shop. 

ThEm a number -of decisions are cited 
in support of the statement. 

There is a grave difference of opinion 
with respect to .this subject. The bill, 
however, takes care of that situation. I 
read on page 59 of the bill as follows: 

SEPARABILITY 
SEc. 503. lf any provision of this act, or 

the application of such provision to any 
person or circumstances, shall be held in
valid: the remainder of this act, or the ap
plication of such provision to any other per
sons or circumstances than those to which it 
is held shall not be affected thereby. 

Therefore I think we need not spend 
time in debating the question when there 
can be no serious harm done in either 
case. 

I would say that it is my personal opin
ion, speaking as one Senator out of 95, 
as the Senate is at present constituted, 
that the proposal to outlaw the union 
shop has never been teriously considered 
by a majority of this b::>dy. Some serious 
difference of opinion may develop as to 
whether there is a chance to outlaw the 
closed shop when the final vote comes. 
By outlawing the closed shop, we would 
close the avenues of bargaining concern
ing something which the unions and the 
employers have always had, and which 
has never been questioned. Whatever 
we do, we should not close the door en
tirely, nor should we place the power 
in the hands of either one side or the 
other definitely to close that door and 
"break" the other party to any proposed 
agreements. 

So I say that the present practice, in 
my opinion, should . be modified. The 
bill provides that it is an unfair labor 
practice not to bargain collectively, but 
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it has been proved that two parties can 
bargain collectively for some time with
out re&.ching any agreement. And if an 
agreement is not reached by reason of 
the reluctance of either party, then the 
union means nothing, that is, to the 
union itself. It is provided by the bill 
in the case of the union shop, the em
ployer may employ anyone he sees fit, 
regardless of whether he is a union mem
ber or not. To this I subscribe, if prop
erly safeguarded, for the reason that 
there has been severe criticism through
out the Nation that unions have pre
vented the employment of qualified men. 
Adoption of my amendment would solve 
that problem and answer that great criti
cism. Unions know they have been criti
cized for such action. But by such em
ployees becoming -members within a 
stated time after such employment, the 
union is preserved and the bargaining 
power. is also preserved. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I want to 
call attention to one remark made by · 
the late President of the United States, 
Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt. He said that 
in his opinion the United States Gov
ernment would never compel a man to 
join a union in order to work. He made 
that remark in reference to the captive 
coal mines, and it seems to me that what 
he said was sound. What is now pro
posed is that the Government of the 
United. States shall say to the individual, 
"If you want to work when three-fourths 
of the employees of the factory want a 
union shop, you must join the union." 
It seems to me that goes further in the . 
way of compulsion on the employee than 
anything we have ever done in the United 
States. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 
. Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has 
brought out a very interesting point. I 
do not want to compel anyone to join a 
union against his own wishes, but the 
very bill which the Senator sponsors, 
which was reported from the committee, 
provides that upon a majority vote-not 
a two-thirds vote, as provided in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada, but upon a majority vote of the 
workers-there shall be a union shop. If 
the terms of the bill itself provide that a 
union shop shall be established upon the 
basis of a majority vote, so that the em
ployees must be members of the union, 
how can an amendment be criticized 
which provides that a union shop shall 
be establlshed upon a three-fourths 
vote? 

Mr. TAFT. Of course in the one case 
it is by agreement between the employer 
that he wants to employ only union men, 
and the union. But the pending bill does 
not force the union shop in any case. 
The point the late President Roosevelt 
made wa15 exactly the point I am making. 
He said that while the individual indus
tries may work out a closed shop ar
rangement, and that will be effective, in 
his opinion the United States Govern
ment should never force a closed shop on 
any industry and any union which does 
not want it. So that the whole question 
Is whether we are going to abandon col
lective bargaining altogether and step in 
ourselves and say that under certain cir-

eumstances there must be a closed shop 
In a particular industry. 
' Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. EASTLAND. I should like to 

know what in the Senator's judgment 
would be the effect of the amendment 
on the State statutes forbidding the 
closed shop? 

Mr. TAFT. Unless some special pro
vision was made I think it would nullify 
State statutes. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The amendment 

of the Senator from Nevada, as I under
stand, does not use the term "closed 
shop." 

Mr. TAFT. I used the term inad
vertently. Of course the ordinary closed 
shop in the United States is a union 
shop, not a closed shop. There are 
not a great many closed shops. There 
are a great many union shops, and they 
are usually referred to as "closed shops," 
in a loose way. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

. Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator 

from Ohio himself ve·ry ably, earlier ~n 
the debate, drew a distinction between 
a closed shop and a union shop. I am 
glad to hear the Senator from Ohio say 
that he inadvertently used the term 
"closed shop." The bill itself decl~res 
that a closed shop is against public pol
icy and that a contract camiot even be 
made for a closed shop. · 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. That is not inter

fered with by the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Nevada. His amend
ment simply provides, and I think it is 
entirely sound, that if three-fourths of 
the employees desire a union shoP-and 
a union shop is recognized upon a ma
jority· vote in the bill as it is now writ
ten-that they shall have it. If I may 
say it again, by p.coviding for such a 
decision by the employees we wm remove 
one of the greatest causes of contention 
between the employer lttld the employees. 
Such a ·provision will not interfere with 
collective bargaining. Once the men 
vote to have their union shop, they pro
ceed then with collective bargaining 
upon another issue. It seems to me that 
if we are to have peaceful relations the 
most definite way is to define the rights 
of both sides and to remove from con
tention most of the issues which may 
arise. 

As .I previously stated, the amendment 
of the able Senator from Nevada appeals 
to me as one which would remove a 
great contention in ccllective bargaining 
between the employer and the employ
ees; and it would not do a wrong to the 
employer when it permits the employees, 
through a three-fourths vote, to say, 
"We want a union shop." 

Mr. TAFT. Of course, the adoption of 
this' amendment would nullify every pro
vision in the bill with re~p,~ct to the union 
shop, and our effort to limit the abuses of 
the union shop. In my opi:Jiion, the 
effect of this amendment would be ulti
mately to force a union shop on every 

industry in the United States. Those 
interested in the union shop could propa
gandize and wait until finally they got 
three-fourths of the votes. Even though 
the other fourth were most violently op
posed to it, there would be a union shop 
permanently. OncP. a union shop is es
tablished it is· practically permanent. I 
would · far rather say nothing about the 
union shop in the entire bill than to 
adopt the amendment of the Senator 
from Nevada. I think it would com
pletely nullify .everything we have done 
with reference to the union shop. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. The Senator has very 

ably explained his position. However, I 
take issue with him when he says that if 
this amendment were adopted· it would 
mean a closed shop, in the accepted defi
nition of the closed shop. 

Mr. TAFT. I have inadvertently used 
the expression "closed shop." Every -time 
I have used it I should have said "union 
shop." 

Mr. MALONE. We are making it un
lawful for the employer to agree with the 
employees on a closed shop. 

Diverting at ·this point, if the Senator . 
will permit me further to comment, many 
employers, especially in the newspaper 
business, like the closed shop. Many 
editors in my State like the closed shop, 
because when they ask for a certain type 
of worker they can obtain a qualified 
worker without any further _conversation. 

I will not object to the outlawing of 
the closed shop if provision is made for 
the preservation of the collective-bar
gaining power through the union shop. 

The point on which I heartily disagree 
with the Senator from Ohio is this: 
When we leave the question open for 
bargaining-and naturally there is no 
reason for ieaving it open unless it is 
tl}ought that some e~ployers would not 
want it-I do not know the employees 
in the Senator's State, but in my area 
they will still get the union shop, even 
though we shall again have strikes, 
picket lines, rioting, and everything else 
we have gone through in the past 10 or 
15 years. Men will quit their jobs and 
walk out when refused the union shop 
under this legislation and they will ulti
mately get the· union shop. So long as 
we know that they will ultimately get it, 
as th,e able Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. REVERCOMB] has SO ably said, why 
not eliminate that particular bone of 
contention and concentrate on things 
which we think are necessary subject for 
collective bargaining, namely, wages, 
working conditions, and other important 
matters? 

Mr. TAFT. If we adopt the Senator's 
philosophy, we might as well say, "If 
they want a certain wage, let them have 
it." The Senator goes so :far as to say, 
"If it is a subject of possible dispute let 
the Government settle it by compulsory 
arbitration or in some other way." The 
amendment is absolutely contrary to the 
whole theory of the bill. The bill is based 
upon free agreement between the em
ployer and the employee. The moment 
we depart from that theory and say, 
"Here is something which the Govern-
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ment is going to decide, and if the Gov
ernment decides it you must accept its 
decision whether you wish to do so or 
not," we destroy the whole philosophy of 
collective bargaining, and the theory of 
the bill, and of the Wagner Act, which 
preceded it. 

Mr. MALONE. If we go far enough to 
say to free people in America, including 
both employees and employers, ''If you 
want a closed shop you cannot have it," 
I agree with 'the Senator that we should 
go one step further and provide a fair 
opportunity for a fair substitute in which 
necessary protection and collective bar
gaining power can be provided and pre
served. 

I point out to the able Senator that 
what he is doing is simply trading the 
closed shop for an opportunity to bargain 
for something whicl1, from the employ
ees' standpoint, never could be a satis
factory substitute. But I am willing to 
vote for it if a proper substitute through 
the union shop can be ~rovided, because I 
think it will remo-;e the criticism that 
qualified workers have in the past been 
prevented from obtaining jobs. But un
der the present legislation we simply pro
vide that the employer may hire anyone 
he wishes to hire and could continuously 
feed nonunion employees into a plant 
and gradually get rid of union employees, 
such ~:.s when a union man quit his job, 
·Or there was reason for letting him go, 
the new employee would not need to join ' 
the union. In a very short time there 
would be .no union. So I repeat what I 
said when I offered the amendment, that 
I will vote for any just regulation of 
unions and corporations alike, but I will 
not vote to destroy either. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Would the amend

ment, if adopted, have the effect of re
moving the union-shop question from 
the realrp of collective bargaining if 
three-fourths of the employees of an in
dustry or business voted for a union 
shop? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; it would have that 
effect. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It would take it 
out of the realm of collective bargaining? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. · 
Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, by 

this amendment we would be saying 
that if three-fourths of the employees 
vote for a union shop, the employer 
would no longer have anything to say 
about it. We would force him to ac
cept the decision. 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 

from Nevada. 
Mr. MALONE. Will the Senator from 

Arkansas repeat the last statement he 
made? · 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Arkan
sas merely stated the effect of the 
amendment. Under those circumstances 
the employer must accept the union-shop 
agreement, and the Congress of the 
United States would compel him to do so. 

Mr. MALONE. That is the provision. 
We have prohibited any agreement with 
respect to a closed shop. While the em-

ployer would be entitled to hire anyone 
under the union shop whether he was 
a union member or not, the union would 
be preserved by reason of the employee 
joining the union within a stated time. 
Further, it is provided in the bill that 
the only ground on which the union 
can demand the discharge of an em
ployee is that he has been expelled from 
the union for nonpayment of dues. 

I should like to point out that in any 
election under the NLRB it would be 
pretty difficult to get the votes of 75 per
cent of the employees eligible to vote. 
We all realize that if we had to elect a 
President of the United States by a ma
jority of the people who have reached the 
voting age, there would rarely be such a 
majority. Perhaps only three-fourths of 
those eligible to register take the trouble 
to register, and less than three-fourths 
of those registered take · the trouble to 
vote. ·Many of the workers employed 
at a plant would never vote. We are try
ing to preserve a bargaining unit. We 
are substituting one form of bargaining 
unit under this amendment, the union 
shop, for another common form, the 
closed shop; which is made illegal under 
the present bill. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

-. Mr. TAFT . . I yield. 
. Mr. McCLELLAN. Is it the interpre
tation of the Senator from Nevada that 
every employee is included when he says 
"the employees of the employer"? Does 
that mean three-fourths of the em
ployees voting at an election, or does it 
mean three-fourths of all the em
ployees? 

Mr. MALONE. Three-fourths of all 
the · employees eligible · to vote, not just 
the majority attending a meeting or the, 
majority of those voting. 

Mr.· McCLELLAN. The amendment 
says three-fourths of . the employees of 
any employer, which might be inter
preted either one way or the other. 

Mr. MALONE. It means all the em
ployees eligible to vote, which is defined 
as all of the employ·ees in that particular 
business or industry. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the 
amendment were adopted it would have 
to be rather extensively revised. The 
union shop is not defined. No one knows 
what it is. We did not use the term in 
the bill. Moreover, we would probably 
have to say three-fourths of the em
ployees covered by the appropriate bar
gaining unit, rather than the employees 
of a single employer. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
vada [Mr. MALONEJ. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. It seems to me, 

as a practical matter, that if three
fourths of the employees of a plant want 
a union shop they will either get a union 
shop or there will be a serious dispute 
and labor clash. Why not provide, if 
three-fourths of them want it. that they 
may have a union shop, and remove the 
issue completely between employer and 
employees? That is the feature of the 
amendment which appeals to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment submitted by the Senator from Ne
vada. [Putting the question.] 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I offer an 

amendment which has been lying on the 
desks of the Members of the Senate, and 
I ask to have it stated and considered at 
this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 17, line 22, 
after the comma, it is proposed to insert 
"and simultaneously therewith notifies 
any State or Territorial agency estab
lished to mediate and conciliate disputes 
within the State or Territory where the 
dispute occurred,". 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I merely 
want to point out to the Senate that that 
language -should be inserted because it 
was inadvertently omitted when the bill 
was being prepared. It is perfectly 
obvious that it was the intent and pur
pose to connect the language suggested 
with the section of the bill which pro
vides that employers .or employees shall 
serve notice 60 days before the ex
piration of a contract if there is .going 
to be any change; and such notice has 
to be served upon the National Mediation 
Service proposed to be established under 
the bill. 

My amendment provides, as will be 
noted, that in connection with sending 
notice -or sending any information on 
the subject, the same information or 
notice must be sent to the appropriate 
State agency. There are, I think, 37 
States in the United States at the present 
time which have agencies of this kind, 
mediation services of one kind or an
other. This is done purely in order to 
protect the State agencies and in order 
not to bypass them by action of the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the amend
ment is entirely satisfactory to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. IVES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 

offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will state the amendment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 13, line 6, 

after the word ''than", it is proposed to 
insert the following: " ( 1) being a mem
ber of the Communist Party or actively 
and consistently promoting or support
ing the policies, teachings, and doctrines 
of the Communist Party, or advocating, 
or being a member of any organization 
that advocates, the overthrow of the 
United States Government by force or 
other illegal or unconstitutional meth
ods, or (2) ." 

And on page 14, line 13, after the word 
"than", it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing: "(1) being a member of the Com
munist Party or actively and consistently 
promoting or supporting the policies, 
teachings, and doctrines of the Com
munist Party, or advocating, or being a 
member of any organization that advo
cates, the overthrow of the United States 
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Government by force or other illegal or 
unconstitutional methods, or <2) ." 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, has the 
amendment been printed? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No; it has not. 
Mr. LANGER. I ask unanimous con

sent that the amendment be read the 
second time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the clerk will restate the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, if I 
may briefty ex:t: lain it, it may not be 
necessary to have it read again. 

Mr. LANGER. Very well. 
Mr. McCARTHY. This amendment 

was urged by a delegation of labor leaders, 
men who are interested in the rank and 
file of labor. They pointed out that the 
bill as presently written takes from union 
labor organizations a right which they 
now have, and one which I believe we did 
not intend to take from them under the 
bill as presently written. If a labor or
ganization operating in a union shop 
expels a member for Communist activi
ties or for being an active member -of the 
Communist Party, and if then the leaders 
of the union desire to go to the man
agement and say. uwm you discharge 
this man?" this bill would make it im
possible for the union to make such 
a request, although the man had been 
expelled from the union because .of his 
subversive and communistic tendencies. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Would not any employer 

fire a man if he was a Communist? 
Why do we have to force the employer 
to do it? The labor union fires· a man 
because he is a Communist. All t.his 
language says is that the labor union 
shall not go to the employer and compel 
h1m to fire that man. If they call atten.:. 
tion to the fact that he is a Communist, 
would not the employer fire him anyway? 
Can we not rely on the employers to get 
rid of Communists without saying that 
they shall not be coerced by labor unions? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let us see if the 
Senator and I agree on what the bill 
presently provides. 

The amendment provides that a labor 
leader· may go to management and say, 
"We have expelled this man because he 
is an active member of the Communist 
Party and has strong subversive ten
dencies." The labor leader can ask man
agement to discharge that member of the 
Communist Party. Management does 
not have to discharge him. but in effect 
it says that the amendment provides that 
labor leaders may go to management and 
say. "We expelled this man from the un
ion because he is a .member of the Com
munist Party, and we suggest that you 
discharge him." The mere fact that 
they go to management and point out 
why they expelled the man · from the 
union would be an unfair labor practice. 
I cannot conceive why the bill should 
so provide. May I ask the Senator from 
Ohio if he so understands that provi
sion of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator states 
the provision of the bill correctly. The 
only questions I raise are two. In the 
first place, is it necessary to compel em
ployers to fire Communists? Can we not 
trust the employers to do it without writ· 

tng into the bill a specific clause requiring 
them to do it? In the second place, we 
think it is difficult, if not almost impossi
ble, to find out whether a man is a mem
ber of the Communist Party. When we 
refer to him as one who is actively or con
sistently supporting or promoting or 
teaching the doctrines of the Communist 
Party, or the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force, the difficulty 
of proving the case is so great that it 

· seems to me in the last analysis we are 
better off to let unions fire people be
cause they are Communists, or they think 
they are, and to let employers do so, 
without having the proposed law take a 
hand in the matter. · 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator speaks 
of the difficulty of identifying members 
of the Communist Party. This morn
ing a delegation of Communiits called 
upon two Members of Congress from 
Wisconsin, Representative KERSTEN and 
Representative BROPHY, and fn a confer
ence with newspapermen they openly 
stated that if and when we have any 
trouble or engage in a war with Russia 
they will be on Russia's side. Let me 
say that if I were a labor leader or head 
of a union and those men were in my 
union I would try to expel them. .The 
bill would prevent me from going to 
management and saying: We have two 
men who are · disloyal to this country. 
We do not think they have any right to 
work on the job. Will you not fire 
them? 

Mr. TAFT. What difference would 
that make? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me finish. My 
suggested amendment will not force 
management to discharge thein. It 
merely says that if the labor leader wants 
to go to management and ask that tpey 
be discharged he is not violating the law 
by making the request. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not feel very strongly 
on the subject. There is a provision in 
the House bill that no union shall even 
be recognized by the National Labor Re
lations Board if any officer of it is a mem
ber of the Communist Party or actively 
engaged in working .for it. That is cer
tainly a matter of substance. I think 
if a union fires a man because he is a 
Communist the employer is probably go
ing to fire him anyway, without the ne
cessity of changing the law regarding 
the matter. I do not greatly object to 
the amendment or oppose its adoption. 
It would not make much difference to me, 
one way or the other. But I think it is 
unnecessary. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
am inclined to agree with the Senator 
from Ohio that perhaps management 
would discharge a man who had been 
expelled from a union because of com
munistic activities. But yesterday a 
delegation of honest, sincere labor lead
ers called on me, and they · were very 
much distw·bed about this matter. 
They felt that the bill as presently writ- · 
ten would make it more difficult for 
them to clean up their unions and get 
rid of the Communist elements. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yiel<t 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I am very much 

interested in what the Senator has said 

about having a delegation of labor lead
ers visit him and ask for legislation 
·which would enable them to clean house. 
For myself, I wish to say that I believe 
it is true that most labor unions want 
to get rid of the communistic elements 
and of Communist domination; but un
der existing law they find it most diffi
cult to do so. For that reason, as the 
Senator from Ohio has said, the House 
bill contains a provision prohibiting the 
certification for bargaining purposes of 
unions whose ofiicers are Communists 
or are engaged in Communist activities. 

Let me say that I wish to offer that sec
tion of the House bill as an amendment 
to this bill, because I believe that the 
rank and file of American labor are truly 
American-Americans first and Ameri
cans all the way. I believe that while we 
are enacting legislation on this subject 
we should give our moral support, with 
legal sanction back of it, to prohibiting 
Communists from taking over labor un
ions, and I believe we should do so by 
prohibiting the certification for bargain
ing purposes of labor unions which are 
dominated by Communists. Suclraction 
on our part will give encouragement to 
the rank and file of labor organizations 
in America to fight that insidious inftu
ence, which is not only dangerous to 
labor organizations, but is dangerous to 
the security of our Nation as a whole. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield tc, me? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to ask the 

Senator a question, but I desire to pref
ace it by saying that I am not quite 
clear what the Senator's definition of 
"Communism" is. For instance, in my 
State there is a Communist Party. I 
have never run for an election without 
having a Communist Party opponent. 
The Communist Party in my state 
doe~ not receive many votes, but that 
party takes part in the elections, and it 
is a legal party and it has a right to 
have its name on the ballot. 

Under the amendment, I assume that 
a man running for election on the Com
munist ticket would be classed as a mem
ber of the Communist Party. Such 
persons register as Communists; and un
der the provisions of this arr.~ndment, 
I assume that a member of that political 
party would be classed as a Communist. 
There are probably 2,000 or 3,000 of them 
who vote in the State of Washington, 
out of a million votes which are cast in 
any election there. 

I wish to ask the the Senator whether 
such a man would be covered by the pro
visions of the amendment; or does the 
Senator mean that it would only apply 
to those who advocate the overthrow of 

· the Government by force or those who 
are disloyal to our Government? 

Mr. McCARTHY. It would include 
the 2,000 or 3,000 members of the Com
munist Party in the Senator's State of 
Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would it include 
them, regardless of whether the party 
was legal? 

Mr. McCARTHY. What does the Sen
ator mean by "legal"? Does he refer 
to the fact that the party can have its 
name on the ballot? 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. It is a legal party in 

the United States. 
Mr. McCARTHY. I do not think· the 

Communist Party is ever legal. It may 
be legal to have the name "Communist" 
on a ballot. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator 1urther yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER CMr. IVES 
in the chair) . Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin yield further to the Senator 
from Washington? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me state th2.t 

they say they are American Communists. 
Mr. McCARTHY. It is well known 

that tht. Communist Party consists of 
two important ~lements. There is an 
element which is above ground, which 
openly adopts the name "Communist 
Party." Then there is an underground 
organization, sometimes a group of 5 
men or a group of 3 men, who have the 
specific job of learning how to engage in 
sabotage and espionage in case of war. 
They engage in underground operations. 
The men who openly adopt the name 
"Communist Party" are the administra
tive nerve center. My thought is that 
regardless of whether a man belongs to 
the above-ground organization, which is 
the less dangerous branch of it, or 
whether he belongs to the underground 
organization, which is much more dif
ficult to identify, he still should have no 
part in a union. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 
Senator in principle; but in this matter 
we get into a difficult constitutional ques
tion. If a man who is a resident of a 
State in which the Communist Party is 
registered for voting purposes registers 
as a Communist or :files for election to 
oftice as a Communist, will that be suf
ficient to bar him, under the Senator's 
amendment? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am not speaking 
of a bar. The amendment will not force 
management to discharge him; it will 
not force a union to expel him from 
union membership. My amendment 
merely maintains the status quo, so far 
as that is concerned Today a labor 
leader can go to management and say, 
"I have 3 or 4 Communists in this union. 
We are expelling them, and we would 
like to have you discharge those men." 

As the bill now stands, that could not 
be done without violating the law, if the 
bill should be enae;ted into law. Sen
ators understand that today manage
ment is not forced · to discharge such 
men, and under my amendment man
agement would not be forced to discharge 
them. My amendment would merely 
permit a union leader to go to manage
ment and ask management to discharge 
such men. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate that. 
My point is that in stating by law under 
what circumstances a man shall be clas
sified as a Communist, it is necessary 
to go further than to refer to the fact 
that he has registered in an election as 
a Communist, which he can legally do 
in many Sta~es. 

Under the Senator's amendment, 
would it be necessary to prove that a 
man belonged to an organization which 
h~d some disloyal tendencies, so far as 
our Government is concerned; or would 

it be sufficient to show that he had filed 
on the Communist ticket in an election? 

Mr. McCARTHY. If he registers as 
a member of the Communist Party, that 
will be sufficient proof. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is a legal ques
tion, and it has been raised before now. 
The fact remains that in some places 
there are Communist Party members. 
There is a crew of them downtown in 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes; and a delega
tion of them called on a Member of the 
Senate today. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. ·Under the amend
ment, would it be sufficient to show that 
a man wr..3 a member of an American 
political party using the name "Com
munist"? 

Mr. McCARTHY:- . It would. 
In order that there may be no mis- · 

understanding about my amendment, 
let me say that it is not intended to force 
any union to expel from membership 
a member of the Communist Party, un
less it sees fit to do so. Neither will my 
amendment force an employer to dis
charge such a person. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield to me, let me say that 
I am sorry to say he is misstating the 
e:ffect of the amendment. If there is a 
closed shop and if the union expels a 
member on the ground that he is a Com
munist or a Communist sympathizer, the 
union can compel the employer to dis
charge that employee. That can be 
done today. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. I 
was more concerned with the provision 
on pc-·,ge 14 in regard to what sh~ll be 
an unfair" labor practice. However, the 
Senator from Minnesota is absolutely 
correct. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I desire 
to read the provision which the amend
ment would insert, on page 13, in line 6, 
to which the Senator has referred. The 
amendment reads as follows: 

Being a member of the Communist 
Party-

That is all that will have to be shown. 
As the Senator f.Lom Washington has 

said, in a great many States the Com
munist Party is a legal party. 

This amendment provides: 
Being a member of the Communist Party, 

or actively and consistently promoting or 
supporting the policies, teachings, and doc
trines of the Communist Party, or advocat
ing. or being a member of any organization 
that advocates, the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force or other illegal 
or unconstitutional methods. 

I submit, Mr. President, that under the 
wording of the amendment, the mere 
fact that a citizen joined that party in 
the State of Washington, or in any other 
State where there is a legal Communist 
Party, as he would have a legal right to 
do in those States, would subject him to 
being discriminated against, in violation 
of the Constitution of the United States 
of America. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, ·I 
submit that any man who joins the Com
munist Party, knowing that the Com
munist Party is dedicated to the over
throw of our Government by force, ts 
guilty of treason the minute he joins the 
party, regardless of whether or not the 

State allows the Communist Party to be 
on the ballot. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator added, 

"if they advocate the overthrow of the 
Government by force." That was the 
definition of communism. But I do 
not know about the reople to whom I 
have been referring. They say- they do 
not do that. They say they are a legal 
American party. The Senator and I, of 
course, know what is behind it; never
theless, as the Sena.tor from North Da
kota points out, this is a serious consti
tutional question, on which the courts 
have ruled many times. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Do the Senator 
from Washington and the junior Sena
tor from Wisconsin agree that the Com
munist Party is dedicated to the over
throw of our Government by force? 
There is no doubt of that, is there? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I could not say 
that about the people to whom I have 
been referring. They say they are not. 
I do no·~ know. They claim they are not. 
The group about whom I have been talk
ing say they are not. I have my own per
sonal opinion about the matter. Never
theless, as the Sena.tor from North Da
kota points out, they say, "We are the 
American Communist Party. We do not 
believe in the overthrow of the American 
Government." 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr; President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yi~ld to the Sena
tor ,from Maryland. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I wish to make a sug
gestion to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

-I think all Members of the Senate would 
like to do what we can to put up the bars 
hi the way of communism, but I suggest 
to the Senator that as his amendment is 
worded, it probably will not always hit 
the target he has in mind. , For example, 
the wording of the amendment. is "being 
a member of the Communist Party." Of 
course, it probably would be possible to 
establish whether a man were or were 
not a member of the Communist Party. 
The amendment then proceeds, "or ac
tively and consistently promoting or sup
porting the policies, teachings, and doc
trines of the Communist Party." When 
we get down to the determination of what 
someone says, as to whether a man is 
promoting the policies of the Communist 
Party, we often run into a twilight zone, 
and .the examination might turn into a 
witch hunt. 

For example, I imagine that the Com
munist Party believes in some parts of 
the Declaration of Independence-for 
instance, that ·'all men are created 
equal." There are many things in the 
Communist doctrine, not all of them, but 
there may be many in its printed doc
trine, which are also Ameiican doctrine. 
There are many things in the Communist 
doctrine which are absolutely abhorrent 
to our idea of democracy. But the point 
is that if we bar a man from holding of
:flee because he is promoting or sup
porting the policies, teachings, and doc
trines of the Communist Party, without 
defining what those teachings and pol
icies are, we are getting into a zone 
where·, in my opinion, the execution of 
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what the Senator has in mind, which is 
a desirable objective, might not be 
possible. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President
Mr. TYDINGS. I suggest, before I 

conclude, that if the Senator would sim
ply bar Communists, if he would leave 
out the witch-hunting idea, which some
times is pursued, and quite often causes 
abuses which I know he does not have in 
mind-if he would bar Communists only, 
persons known to be Communists, per
sons who can be proved to be Commu
nists, I think he would strengthen his 
amendment. When he goes over into the 
field of what are the teachings which 
promote the Communist doctrine, almost· 
every educator in America will differ as 
to just what those teachings are and are 
not, and he will be in a field which will 
bring on a great deal of turmoil. I make 
that suggestion. The Senator has 
thought more about the matter than 
have I, but that is the way I react to the. 
suggestion at the moment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. My amendment
would grant the labor unions nothing 
which today they do not have. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. McCARTHY. A labor union in a 

union shop, a closed shop, can expel 
members for being members of the Com
munist Party, and if they are expelled, 
management must discharge them. 

We ~re not talking about giving the 
labor unions something in addition, we 
are not talking about any additional bar. 
All we are saying is that we will not re
strict the labor. unions in this one field 
more than they have been restricted in 
the past. 

Let me suggest some language to the 
Senator from Maryland and see if he 
has any objection to it. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I would expel a man 

if he were a Communist, but I would not 
expel a man who Is said to be teaching 
something that is communistic, because 
It might subject to criticism in the minds 
of serious people one who might be a 
good American, a good Democrat, or a 
good Republican. 

Mr: McCARTHY. Would the Sena
tor object to this language, referring to 
the fourth line from the last, "being a 
member of any organization that advo
cates the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or other JllegaJ or 
unconstitutional methods"? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Taking out the part 
about supporting the policies, teachings, 
and doctrines of communism, which is a 
wide field in determining what is com
munism and what is not? 

Mr. McCARTHY. In other words, if 
the amendment read "being a Commu
nist"--

Mr. TYDINGS. "Being a member of 
the Communist Party." 

Mr. McCARTHY. Would the Senator 
leave that in? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I would leave that in, 
and stop about there. 

Mr. McCARTHY. So that it would 
read, "being a member of the Communist 
Party," and strike out "or actively and 
consistently promoting or supporting the 
policies, teachings, and doctrines of the 

Communist Party," and proceed "or be
ing a -member of any organization that 
advocates the overthrow of the United 
States Government." 

Mr. TYDINGS . . Let me call the Sena
tor's attention to a suppositions situa
tion. Suppose I am a foreman in a plant 
and do not like one of the workmen, and 
let us suppose for the moment I am not 
as fair as I should be. One of the easiest 
things I could do would be to accuse that 
fellow of being a Communist, and say 
that he had made certain statements at 
some time. There is a twilight zone. The 
man might not be a Communist at all, 
but he would be laid open to persecution, 
human nature being what it is. But if it 
is provided he can be expelled if he is a 
Communist, and it can be shown he is a 
member of the Communist Party-which 
in most cases could be pretty conclusively 
presumed-the amendment would be 
strengthened in its simplicity. When it 
is widened, the Senator takes in a field 
of possible abuses which I know he does 
not wish to enter. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Would this meet the 
Senator's approval, "being a member of 
the Communist Party, or being a member 
of any organization that advocates the 
overthrow of the United States Govern
ment by force or other illegal or uncon
stitutional methods"? That would avoid 
allowing the Communist Party to change 
its name. 

Mr. TYDINGS: I certainly think that 
would improve the amendment; and per
haps if it were adopted, it could be 
worked over in conference .by the able 
Senator from Ohio and others who will 
be conferees. But as I see it now, it would 
be improved greatly if the amendment 
were confined to the points the Senator 
just mentioned. · 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I uk 
unanimous consent that my amendment 
be changed to read as follows, after" (1 > ", 
namely, "being a member of the Com
munist Party, or being a member of any 
organization that advocates the over
throw of the United States Government 
by force · or other illegal or unconstitu
tional methods, or (2) ." · That can be 
changed, so far as inserting it on pages 13 
and 14 is concerned. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask the 

distinguished Senator whether a man 
might not be a member of the Communist 
Party in the State of Washington and 
have an entirely different program from 
that of the Communist Party in, say, the 
State of Wisconsin, 1f there is one in that 
State? In other words, it is like the Dem
ocratic Party or the .Republican Party. 
In the State of Washington the Demo
cratic Party meets and adopts a program 
and planks which may be entirely differ
ent in that State from what they are in 
the State of New York, for example. In 
North Dakota we might have a set of 
principles in the Republican Party en
tirely different from those in the State of 
Ohio. 

I remember tp,at in the 'Republican 
Convention held ln the city of Cleveiand 
the then senior Senator from Wisconsin, 
the late Robert M. La -Follette, Sr., rose 
and read his 32. planks. He was caUed 

an anarchist, he was. .called everything, 
except Communist, that name being un
known at that time. The only State 
that joined the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin at that time was the 
State of North Dakota. I might add 
that, out of those 32 planks, 31 since 
that time have been adopted by theRe
publican National Committee at differ
ent national conventions. So I think 
the Senator is treading on very danger
ous ground. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I point out to the 
Senator that the Communist Party can
not be considered in the same way that 
the Democratic Party . and the Republi
can Party are considered. It is not a 
political party; it is a way of life; it is 
a religion. 

I want .it kept in mind that I am not· 
seeking to place any additional ban on 
the Communist Party through this 
amendment. It is not proposed to take 
away from a labor union the right which 
it has today to expel from a union shop· 
members of the Communist Party. To-. 
day, if they expel a man for being a 
member of the Communist Party, he is 
discharged. That situation should not 
be upset. 

I recently received a delegation of 
labor leaders, fine men, who are deeply. 
conc~rned with not having the Com
munist Party take over their labor union, 
as. several of the unions in my state have 
been taken over by Communists. They, 
tell me that if the pending bill 1s passed · 
in its present form, without this amend- · 
ment, the labor unions will be hampered· 
and hamstrung, and it will be impossible 
for leaders to clean up the unions. I be
lieve that is true. 

Mr. LANGER. If the Senator will· 
yield further, I think the best way to· 
illustrate what I say about a political 
party in one State having a different 
platform from the same party in another 
State is by referring to letter I have 
been receiving. I .have received at least 
many scores of letters saying that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] is a So
cialist, because he is advocating the 
housing bill with the assistance of the 
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] 
and the Senator from Louisiana £Mr. 
ELLENDER]. I am sorry I do not have 
those letters with me. I have at least 
'15 or 100 of them, coming to me from 
the State of North Dakota, which I shall 
be glad to show to the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. · The Senator from
North Dakota thinks the Senator from 
Ohio is not a Socialist? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I am afraid our dis
tinguished and able friend from Ohio is 
going to be elected by unanimous consent 
as President of the United States, be
cause I have heard him called a reaction
ary, and now I hear him called a Com
munist, or a Socialist. Certainly if he 
gets an those partfes for him, he will 
have an enormous vote. I do not think 
the Senator from North Dakota ought to 
give him quite all the votes; he ought to 
leave a few for us Democrats. · 

Mr. LANGER. If the Senator from 
Ohio succeeds in obtaining passage of 
the housing bill, I will say to the Senator 
the chances are that he will get a tre-
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mendously large liberal vote. At least, 
I hope so. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say to the 

Senator from Wisconsin, I agree with 
his objective, but I believe it would be 
much better if he were to define Com
munists as those who believe in commu
nism, or the overthrow of government 
by force or illegal means, instead of using 
t L..: expression "a member of the Com
munist Party," which is difficult to define. 
As a matter of fact, there may be a great 
many well-meaning people who are 
members of the so-called American Com
munist Party, which is legal in many 
States, who are not necessarily Com
munists. As a matter of fact, I do not 
think a real Communist would go to a 
polling place and ask for a Communist 
ballot. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If I may interrupt 
the Senator, I am afraid we do not agree 
exactly on what constitutes tJ;le Com
munist Party. In the first place, there 
can be no question that the Communist 
Party in the United States is getting its 
orders from Moscow, by way of Paris. 
There is no question that the Communist 
Party in this country consists of two 
important elements, the most dangerous 
of which is the underground element. 
Many of those men go, to Moscow today, 
to attend schools of sabotage and espio
nage. Secondly, the overground organi
zation, which is referred to by the Senator 
as legal, is the administrative nerve 
center of the underground organization. 

I feel that the honest labor unions of 
this country that want to eliminate men 
of that type from their organizations 
should not be restricted. If the amend
ment is n'ot adopted it will mean that 
we are imposing an additional restric
tion on labor that will serve to protect 
the Communist Party. I do not want to 
take more of the time of the Senate. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
agree with the statement made by the 
Senator from Wisconsin, but I am think
ing about the difficulty of writing defini
tions·. The Senator and ' I may hold 
certain opinions. Party platforms are 
required to be publisheci in my State. 
With respect to the American Com
munist Party, the one that is supposedly 
legal, and that is American only in the 
sense that it is located geographically 
within America, its platform does not 
advocate any of the principles which are 
thought of as constituting Russian com
munism. Many of its adherents may be 
true Communists, but that is a matter 
calling for proof. 

Mr. McCARTHY. We need not prove 
it. There is today a Communist con
vention in Washington. This morning . 
at 10 o'clock a delegation of those Com
munists called upon two Members of 
Congress from Wisconsin, and stated 
publicly that if. there were a war with 
Russia they would side with Russia, they 
would not side with America. They are 
attending a Communist meeting. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. With men of that 
type, of course, proof could be obtained . 
easily. 

Mr. McCARTHY. · WheCJ. one joins 
the Communist Party, he subscribes to 
that line of thought. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think that the 
Senator ought to advocate a bill outlaw
ing the Communist Party in America. 

Mr. McCARTHY. All I am advocating 
is that no additional restraints be placed 
upon honest labor unions, which today 
have the right to clean up their labor 
organizations by throwing out Commu
nists. I know whereof I speak, because 
in my own State there are labor organ
izations that have been taken over. A 
Communist minority has taken over a 
complete labor organization, and has 
served as a tremendously disrupting 
force. If this amendment is not adopt
ed, we are in effect saying to the honest 
labor leaders, "We are going to ham
string you and restrict you in cleaning 
up your labor organization." 

Mr. MAGNUSON. fn other words, 
the Senator's amendment is permissive 
rather than mandatory? 

Mr. McCARTHY. All the amend
ment does is to preserve the status quo. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield; but first let 
me say that we have about four or five 
amendments either to adopt or reject,' 
and I do riot want to take up more of 
the time of the Senate. · 

Mr. AIKEN. I was merely going to say 
that if one advocates the overthrow of 
our Government by force, or if one puts 
th~ aims and desires of another country 
ahead of those of the United States, while 
living here as a citizen·, as I understand 
the law, such a person is guilty of trea
son; and I submit that throwing him out 
of a labor union is hardly a fit punish
ment for the crime. Is it not a fact that 
we have laws which in:nict very severe 
punishment upon one who advocates the 
overthrow of the Government by force, 
or who owes allegiance to a foreign coun
try instead of the country of which he 
claims to be a citizen? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator com
pletely overlooks the purpose of my 
amendment. Before the bill is passed, 
a labor union can expel Communists from 
the labor organization; and in a union 
shop those men will also be discharged 
by the employer. All that is intended by 
the amendment is that after the labor 
bill is passed, the same situation shall 
exist. If the labor bill is passed without 
my amendment, it will unquestionably 
be much more difficult for labor leaders 
to clean up their labor unions; and some 
of them want to do that, I can assure 
Senators. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know about that, 
but what prompted me to rise was the 
statement that persons were advocating 
the overthrow of the United States Gov
ernment by force. It seems to me that 
expulsion from a labor union is hardly 
fit punishment in such a case. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I agree with the 
Senator on that. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the 
Senator from Minnesota? -

Mr. BALL. I should like the floor in 
my own right. 

·Mr . . McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
yield the· floor. -· _. 

·Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I oppose 
the amendment; I share the extreme 
dislike of the Senator from Wisconsin 

for the Communist Party and for all 
Communists. I do not think any Sen
ator dislikes them, or hates them, I may 
say, any more than I do. They are out 
to wreck the American system, although 
again I say it may be impossible to prove 
it against them. But the whole phi
losophy of the pending bill, and particu
larly of the provisions dealing with the 
union shop, is to protect the individual's 
right to work. 

The only basis on which he can be 
expelled from the union and thereby 
lose his job, his employer being com
pelled to fire him, is that he refuses to 
pay initiation fees and regular dues, or 
engages in unionism at the wrong time. 
I might add, Mr. President, that under 
the committee bill a union is perfectly 
free to expel any Communist or Com
munist sympathizer, or any Republican 
or Democrat. The union retains com
plete control over its own membership 
and the standards of the union; but it 
cannot compel an employer to discharge 
anybody, or deprive him of his. right to 
earn a living, ·on any ground.s other 
than nonpayment of dues. · 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. It is also true, is it not, 

that not only can the union expel him 
from the union because he is a Com
munist, but the employee having been . 
expelled from the union, the employer is · 
perfectly free to fire him from the job? 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely correct. 
The employer is perfectly free, if he 
thinks the individual has a disruptive in
fluence in the shop, to fire him, and I 
assume a great many employers would. 
Unfortunately, we have a few employers 
who themselves are fellow travelers, and 
I think they would not. 

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 
from Minnesota is making a very im
portant point which needs to be empha
sized, that the union can throw an in
dividual out, and once the union throws 
him out the employer can throw him out. 

Mr. BALL. That is true. Mr. Presi
dent, I shall always support the com
plete control by the union of its own 
membership. I think that is funda
mentat I agree that the · only way to 
handle Communist infiltration in a union 
is to kick the Communists out, but I do 
not think the Government of this coun
try should go one step further and say 
that when an individual is thrown out 
of the union on that ground, he no longer 
has the right to earn a living in that par
ticular job. That seems to me to be 
adopting exactly the same kind of ruth
less tactics in liquidating opposition that 
the Communists use wherever they se
cure control, as for example, in Yugo
slavia and Poland. Even in some of. tpe 
union shops which the Communists 
control here in· the United States, they 
expel from the union anyone who dis
agrees with their particular philosophy, 
and cause him to be fired by the em
ployer. 'In Yugoslavia, from reports I 
have heard, the Communists constitute 
a small minority of the people, but they 
have complete control of the economy' of 
the country, _and if one wants to live and 
eat -h~ must go along with the Com
munists·. 
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Mr. President, I do not believe that 
a free society can effectively fight com
munism and totalitarianism by adopt
ing totalitarian tactics; in other words, 
that the end justifies the means. I think 
we are making a fundamental mistake 
and violating the basic philosophy of the 
bill if we should adopt the amendment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, wj]l 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Forgetting for the 

time being the amendment which I pro
pose on page 13, and turning to page 14, 
the Senator and I will both agree that up 
till the time the bill is passed a labor 
leader can go to an employer and say, 
"John Jones is a Communist. If we ex
pel him froni the union we would like to 
have you discharge him.'' Regardless 
of whether it is a union shop or not, as of 
today that situation exists. Am I cor
rect? 

Mr. BALL. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Can the Senator see 

any reason whatsoever for making it an 
unfair labor practice for a labor leader 
to go to the employer and say "John 
Jones is a Communist. I would like to 
have you discharge him"? I am refer
ring only to page 14. 

Mr. BALL. I do not know how that 
amendment can be placed in the bill 
without in effect violating the principle 
which underlies the provision of the bill 
which it amends. There is nothing in · 
the provision to prevent the union from 
informing the employer that, "We have 
expelled So and So because he is a Com
munist or because he has advocated com
munistic doctrine. We leave it up to the 
employer then to do what he wants to." 
But if we permit a union to persuade, or 
attempt to persuade--and in union par
lance, persuasion sometimes becomes 
pretty strong--

Mr. McCARTHY. I assume we will 
both agree that, referring to page 14, if 
a union leader went to an employer and 
said, "We have expelled John Jones be
cause he is a Communist and advocates 
the overthrow of this Government by 
force," if we stop right there some court, 
under the provision outlined on page 14, 
may say, "You are trying to in:fiuence 
the employer." · 

Mr. BALL. Oh, no; the langu~ge is 
''to persuade or attempt to persuade an 
employer to discriminate against an em
ployee." If they would simply say, "We 
have expelled Mr. X from the union be
cause we are convinced that he is a 
Communist or a 'fellow tru.veler'," I do 
not think that would by any stretch of 
the imagination or law be construed as 
a violativn of the subsection. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one further 
question? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 
Mr. M.::CARTHY. In view of the fact 

that as of today the union has a right 
to try and clean its ranks of Communists 
and has a right to g{) to the employer 
and ask the employer to discharge a 
man who is a Communist, I cannot con
ceive of any reason why we should in this 
bill place a restriction upon the unions. 
Why should we not at least say to them, 
"You can do tomorrow what you are do-

ing today"? I refer to page 13 of the 
bill. 

Mr. BALL. We are stopping the 
unions in this bill from doing many 
things ·t·-hey do today. They can, and 
J:~ave, expelled members from unions for 
speaking up in meetings, for opposing 
the leadership, for working too hard, for 
refusing to pay a political assessment, 
for ::-efusing to buy lottery tickets-an 
incident of the latter kind occurring in 
Missouri recently. We are stopping 
them from doing all that. If we are 
going to preserve the individual's right 
to work, subject only to the requirement 
that where a union shop prevails he must 
pay dues to the union, we cannot broaden 
the language without injuring the rights 
of the individual. ·~ 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. FLANDERS. There is a question 

in my mind which I think the Senator 
from Minnesota has partly answered. 
Simply put, it is this: Is it going to be 
any harder under the bill for a union t-o 
clean house of communism than it is 
now? 

Mr. BALL. Not a bit. 
Mr. FLANDERS. That, I think, is 

what we want to know. 
Mr. BALL. The union retains com

plete control of its membership. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCARTHY. I do not think the 

Senator meant to say that. As of to
day the union leader can go to manage
ment and say, "Will you discharge this 
man who is a member of the Communist 
Party?" If we adopt my amendment he 
will be able, if the bill becomes law, 
to do tomorrow· what he can do as of 
today in a union or a closed shop. 

Mr. BALL. ·That is not the question 
the fJenator from Vermont asked. The 
Senator from Vermont asked if the union 
would not be, under the committee bill, 
completely free to expel Communists 
from the union and clean house? The 
union would be completely. free to do so. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I might say further 
that I think the employer could take a 
strong hint. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I agree with the Sen

ator's philosophy, but let me ask a ques
tion. If the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wisconsin were adopted, 
would there be danger that it might be 
the means whereby union leaders, who 
wish to rid themselves of certain mem
bers would allege the ground that they 
were Communists, when in reality there 
were other grounds upon which they de- · 
sired to remove them? 

Mr. BALL. I think there is always that 
danger, I will say to the Senator from 
Kentucky. The number of Communists 
who will admit that they are Commu
nists is relatively small, and in· most 
cases the union proceeds on evidence 
that they go along the party line. As a 
matter of fact, it is a recognized tech
nique of the real Communist sometimes 
to accuse an honest liberal or a member 

of a fighting ·opposition of being a Com
munist and get rid of him in that way. 
That has been done even in the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] bas proposed 
another amendment dealing with this is
·sue which I think stands upon entirely 
different ground, because he proposes 
that the NLRB shall not certify any 
union which has as officers known Com
munists. That is an entirely different 
sort of case, because the National Labor 
Relations Act in itself, by policy of gov
ernment, confers on unions certain 
rights, and obviously in that case there is 
sounder justification for saying that the 
leadership of the unions should not be 
such StS completely to contradict the 
whole philosophy and policy of the Gov
ernment. I think there is a much sound
er basis for taking that kind of action 
than in giving the union under this pro- . 
vision the power to deprive of the right 
to earn a living anyone whom they 
choose to call a Communist. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the· amendment 
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. McCARTHY], as modified . . The 
modified amendlJlent will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, 
line 6, after the word "than" it is pro
posed to insert the following: "< 1) Being 
a member of the Communist Party, or 
advocating, or being a member of any or
ganization that advocates, the overthrow 
of the United States Government by 
force or other illegal or unconstitutional 
methods, or (2) ." 

On page 14, line 13, after the word 
"than", to insert the following: "(1) 
Being a member of the Communist Party, 
or advocating or being a member of any 
organization that advocates, the over
throw of the United States Government 
by force or other illegal or unconstitu
tional methods. or <2) ." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY J. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The amendment, as modified, was re

jected. 
Mr. BALL. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the Senaror from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and myself, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota for himself and the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] will be stated. 

The CmEF CLERK. On page 12, begin
ning with the colon in line 7, it is pro
posed to strike out down through and in
cluding the period in line 14 on page 13, 
and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon. 

On page 14, beginning with the 
word "on" in line 13, it is proposed to · 
strike out down through and including 
the word "raised" in line 19. 

On page 22, beginning with line 7, it is 
proposed to strike out down through and 
including line 7 on page 23. 

On page 23, line 8, it 1s proposed to 
strike out "(f) " and insert in lieu thereof 
"(e)." 
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On page 24, line 22, it is proposed to 

strike out "(g)" and insert in lieu thereof 
"(f) ... 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I expect to 
ask for a yea-and-nay vote on this 
amendment. I shall not take much time 
to explain it. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the fol!owing Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hatch 
Baldwin H~wkes 
Ball Hayden 
Barkley Hickenlooper 
Brewst er Hill 
Bricker Hoey 
Bridges Holland 
Brooks Ives 
Buck Jen ner 
Bushfield Johnson, Colo. 
Butler Johnston, S.c. 
Byrd Kem 
Cain Kilgore 
Capehart Knowland 
Capper Langer 
Chavez Lodge 
Connaily Lucas 
Cooper McCarran 
Cordon McCarthy 
Donnell McClellan 
Downey McFarland 
Dworshak McGrath 
Eastland McKellar 
Ecton McMahon 
Ellender M!lgnuson 
Ferguson M'ilone 
Flanders Martin 
Fulbright Maybank 
George Millikin 
Green Moore 
Gurn ey Morse 

Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
Overton 
Pepper 
R sed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety
two Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I shall take 
only a few minutes to explain the 
amendment which I have offered. It 
strikes out completely the provision be
ginning in line 7 on page 12, going down 
through line 13 on page 14, and legalizes 
contracts making membership in unions 
a condition of employment. Without 
that proviso, under the terms of the 
Wagner Act itself, it was an unfair prac
tice for employers to prohibit any kind of 
a contract making membership in unions 
a condition of employment. The rest 
of the amendment simply strikes out, 
after the word "terminated", in line 13, 
page 14, the remainder of subsection 
(2), so that it would be an unfair practice 
for a union to persuade or attempt to 
persuade an employer to discriminate 
against an employee to whom member-

- ship in such organization has been denied 
· or terminated. 

The ot-her part of it strikes out, on page 
22, subsection <e> of section 9, which is 
the subsection prm-ld!ng for NLRB-con
ducted elections to determine whether 
the union is to be authorized to negotiate 
for a union .shop or maintenance of 
membership. 

Incidentally, Mr. President, those elec
tions generally cost from 50 cents to $1 a 
voter, and under this section every union 
that now has a union shop provision
and there are about 7,000,000 employees 
covered by them-will have to get an 
election authorization to negotiate a new 
contract containin~ those terms. I 
should estimate that the cost of conduct
ing those elections will probably run into 
several million dollars. 

I agree that the committee bill elimi
nates the closed shop c.ompletely and 
takes care of the worst abuses of the 
union shop in maintenance of member
ship, in that it prevents a union from tak
ing away a man's job and -~he right to 
work by expelling him from the union on 
any grounds other than failure to pay 
his dues. 

Most of the abuses of the closed shap 
with which we are all familiar have been 
in cases where members have been ex
pelled because of their political ideas, 
because they were opposed to the lead
ership, or in some cases, because they 
had the temerity to work too hard on 
their job, and for other reasons of that 
kind. The unions not only expelled them 
but required the employers to fire them, 
and they thereby had lost their right, 
which I think is a pretty fundamental 
right, in a free society to earn a living 
for themselves and their families. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
with the passage of the Wagner Act 
which prohibits employers from discrim
inating against union members the only 
sound and valid reason for this undem
ocratic and unliberal requirement is that 
in order to work and earn a living in his 
cho ... en occupation; if there happens to 
be a union-shop contract, the individual 
must, regardless of his own convictions, 
join the union and pay dues to it. It 
seems that the only valid excuse for that 
was the antiunion tactics of employers 
in America · a few decades ago. I say 
that the reason for that disappeared 
when the National Labor Relations Act 
was passed, because employers now are 
prohibited from discriminating, just as 
we have outlawed the yellow-dog con
tract by which an employer sought to 
make nonmembership in a union a con
dition of employment. We should now, 
in order to protect the fr~edom anct the 
rights of the individual, take the same 
step and outlaw contracts wl.ich make 
membership in a union a condition of 
employment. Unions in the United 
States enjoy a number of ~pecial priv
ileges and immunities under the law, on 
the theory that they are voluntary as
sociations of workingmen. 

Mr. President, what is voluntary about 
compulsory membership? On what kind 
of a democratic principle, as we under
stand it, will we give the right to a bare · 
majority of .employees in a given bar
gaining unit to negotiate a contract with 
the employer which will force 49 percent 
of the employees ~n that unit, against 
their will, into an organization? It 
seems to me that the bill, as it stands, 
takes the position that all th .... unions 
and union leaders in this country are in
terested in is collecting dues from mem
bers. I think there are probably quite 
a few union leaders who are primarily 
interested in how many dues they can 
collect, but I think that is not true of 
the best and soundest leadership in the 
labor movement in America. I believe 
they are interested primarily in serving 
the working people of this country and 
are doing a good job with the compul
sory membership which has been pro
vided by law in some 13 or 14 States by 
the State legislatures. The labor move
ment in this country will be much better 
off if leaders appeal to the membership 

by the democratic method of persuasion 
and argument and debate and not by the 
shabby bread-and-butter compulsion 
method by saying "Your job depends ~n 
this." 

Mr. President, it seems to me under 
the language of the committee bm, that 
it would be possible for a union to sus
pend their voting privileges as a dis
ciplinary measure as to over half of the 
employees of a given unit, and yet force 
them to continue to pay dues. I do not 
see anything in the committee bill as 
it stands that would prevent that kind of 
a practice. I do not think many unions 
would do it. But I am afraid there are 
a few that would jump at the chance to 
retain control of the funds, -with only a 
small percentage of the union member
ship permitted to have full -voting rights 
and to control their policy. 

In conclusion let me say that the right 
to work and earn a living is not one of 
the rights enumerated in the Constitu
tion. · I think the founding fathers did 
not specifically mention it, because they 
knew that that right is so fundamental 
to any kind of political freedom or civic 
rights that it did not really need to be 
spelled out in the Constitution. I think 
that whenever we abridge or compromise 
that right we are departing from funda
mental American principles. We are 
adopting to a degree the totalitarian 
philosophy that a particular little group 
is entitled to and should have the right 
and privilege of dictating the terms and 
conditions under which all others should 
operate. That essentially is the philos
ophy behind the closed shop and the 
union shop today. It is often a militant 
minority which decides the policies of the 
union. When the union wants the legal 
right to dictate to all the rest of the 
employees the terms and conditions un
der which they shall work they levy a 
tax, in effect, upon their earnings, which. 
in my opinion, is a. sovereign right which 
should be reserved only to government. 

·Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this amend
ment, as I understand, proposes com
pletely to abolish the union shop. I rec
ognize the strength of the argument 
made in that behalf by the Senator from 
Minnesota. We considered the argu
ments very carefully in the committee 
and I myself came to the conclusion that 
since there had been for such a long time 
so many union shops in the United States. 
since in many trades it was entirely cus
tomary and had worked satisfactorily, I 
at least was not willing to go to the 
extent of abolishing the possibility of a 
union-shop contract. It seemed to me 
that we should meet the problem of deal
ing with the abuses which had appeared. 
That is what the committee bill does. 

Incidentally, it abolishes the closed 
shop, insofar as that means that only 
members of the union can be employed. 
That is the hiring-hall proposition. But 
the bill permits the union shop, which is 
the customary form of employment in 
the United States. If a majority of the 
employees are in favor of the union shop, 
the bill will permit the union shop; but 
the bill requires a majority of the em
ployees to vote that they are in favor 
of having a union shop. so that it will be 
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definitely known that they are in favor 
of it, rather than that the union leaders 
are simply asking for it, so as to have 
more power over the members of the 
union and over all the employees. 

In the bill we say that the employee 
must join the union within 30 days after 
he is employed. 

We say that if at that time the union 
will not admit the employee as a mem
ber of the union, on the same terms and 
conditions as those on which any other 
member of the union is admitted to it 
nevertheless the employer can continue 
to employ that man. That provision 
takes care of arbitrary rulec on the part 
of unions. It takes care of cases similar 
to one in New York in · which 10 men 
were fired because the uniou made a rule 
that it would not permit anyone to con
tinue in membership unless he was the 
son of a man already working in that 
plant and a member of that union. 

There are also many abuses in connec
tion with the firing of men. We fur
ther provide in the bill that if a man is 
fired by the union for some reason other 
than nonpayment of dues, the employer 
does not have to discharge him. The 
abuse at which that provision is aimed 
is the usual type of abuse, and is the only 
type of abuse testified to. We have 
taken care of that in the committee bill. 

We had testimony regarding the case 
of a union member who saw a shop stew
ard knock down a foreman; and the 
union member was subpenaed to testify 
in court in the assault case. He testified 
truthfully that he saw the shop steward 
take the offensive and knock down the 
foreman. Thereupon, · the -union said 
that such testimony was contrary to good 
union practice, even though the union 
member had been subpenaed and was 
under oath to testify to the truth; and 
the union discharged him from union 
membership, and the employer had to 
discharge him, under the existing closed
shop contract. 

In a case of that sort, the committee 
bill provides that the employer does not 
have to fire the employee. The union 
can discharge him from union member
ship if it wishes to do so, but the em
ployer does not have to discharge him 
from employment. 

My own philosophy is that we have to 
decree either an open shop or an open 
union. The committee decreed an open 
union. I believe thilt will permit the con
tinuation of existing relationships, and 
will not violently tear apart a great many 
long-existing relationships and make 
trouble in the labor movement; and yet 
at the same time it will meet the abuses 
which exist. 

So I think it would be a mistake to go 
to the extreme of absolutely outlawing 
a contract which provides for a union 
shop, requiring all employees to join the 
union, if that arrangement meets with 
the approval of the employer and meets 
with the approval of a majority of the 
employees and is embodied in a written 
contract. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TAFI'. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. · I should like to 

have some clarification regarding the bill: 
As I understand the bill which has been 

reported by the committee, if a majority 
of the employees want to have a union 
shop, and vote accordingly, then their 
bargaining representative~ have a right 
to bargain for a union shop; but it will 
not be compulsory on the employer, will 
it, to agree to have a union shop merely 
because a majority of the employees vote 
for a union shop? 

Mr. TAFT. No; 1t will be subject to 
free collective bargaining. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The matter will be 
left open to bargaining? , 

Mr. T.AFT. Yes. The amendment of 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
which was rejected earlier this after
noon, would have made it compulsory 
for the employer to accept the union 
shop in such cases. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is a distinc
tion which I wish to have clearly made. 
The amendment which was rejected 
would have made the union shop com
pulsory on the employer if three-fourths 
of the employees had voted to have a 
union shop; but I understand that as 
the bill now stands, the matter will be 
left open to free collective bargaining. 

Mr. TAF'l'. Yes. 
Mr. President, I intend to vote against 

the amendment riow before the Senate. 
Mr. 'DONNELL . . Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I wiSh to ask a ques

tion_ of the Senator. Under the bill as it 
is now written, an agreement providing 
that an employer would not employ any
one who was not already a .member of 
the union would be invalid, would it not? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct . . I .think 
the most direct case of that sort is to be 
found in the maritime industry on the 
Pacific coast. The testimony was that 
a provision similar to the one the Sena
tor from Missouri has referred to led to 
a condition on the ships engaged in the 
Alaskan run, . where there was no dis
cipline whatever; a man might be dis
charged for action contrary to good diS
cipline, but in a few days he might be 
back in the hiring hall, and then the 
shipping line might be compelled to em
ploy him again. Of course, under such 
an arrangement a man could not even 
get a job unless the union admitted him 
to union membership. The bill will 

· make such a contract illegal. 
Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask 

another question. If it is improper and 
invalid to say to an employer that he 
cannot agree that he will employ only 
persons who already are· members of a 
union, is there any difference in prin
ciple between that situation and one in 
which the employer makes an agree
ment that he will not employ anyone 
who does not join a union within 30 days 
after he commences employment? 

Mr. TAFT. Probably there is no dif
ference in constitutional principle, but 
there is a great difference in economic 
principle. In the first place, if an em
ployer can only employ union members, 
there is no freedom of labor; under those 
conditions a man cannot get a job un
less he is a member of the union. 

Under our provision in the committee 
bill, the closed shop is abolished, and a 
man can get a job with an employer al)d 
can continue in that job if; in· effect, he 

joins the union and pays the union dues. 
In such case there is a fluidity of labor 
which is very important in the United 
States. Otherwise, the unions would be 
frozen tight shut, and apprenticeship 
could be restricted to such an extent 
that thereafter no one could join a union 
without the consent of the Union. That 
would make it impossible for newcomers 
to obtain employment, because the em
ployer could .employ only those who were 
union ·members. 

It also seems clear that, under the 
provisions of the committee bill, a man 
who is looking for work will be much 
more able to· obtain employment and 
much less subject to the orders of the 
union than he would be if we permitted 
an absolute closed-shop agreement. 

Mr. DONNELL. Is it not true that lf. 
it is deemed unduly restrictive for an 
employer to agree that he will not em
ploy a man unless the man is already a 
member of the union it is equally re
strictive upon the rights of the employee 
to provide that the employer can make 
an agreement by which he will not em
ploy a man unless the man joins an or:.. 
ganization which perhaps he may not 
wish to join? 

Mr. T .A_FT. I do not think I can go 
any further than to say that so far as 
the so-called legal principle of consti
tutional right is concerned, there is no 
distinction between the two cases, but as 
a practical matter the one system has led 
to very serious abuses and the other sys
tem has not led to such serious abuses. 
In this bill we are trying to be strictly 
practical and to meet the actual prob
lems which have arisen, and not to go 
into the broader fields of the rights of 
particular persons. 

·Mr. DONNELL. However, it seems to 
me that from the standpoint of the indi
vidual employee, it is just as harmful 
to say that he cannot get a job unless he 
agrees that he will join a union within 
30 days after he gets the job, as it is to 
say that he cannot get the job unless he 
already belongs to a union. I see no 
difference in principle, except in one in
stance the man will have 30 days more 
in which to join the union. 

Mr. TAFT. The great difference is 
that in the first instance a man can 
get a job without joining the union or 
asking favors of the union, and once he 
has the job he can continue in it for 
30 days, and during that time the em
ployer will have an opportunity to ascer
tain whether he is a capable employee. 
The fact that the employee will have to 
pay dues to the union seems to me to 
be much less important; The important 
thing is that the man will have the job. 
That indicates the difference between 
the two situations. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not regard the 
payment of dues as the important point, 
at all. It seems to me that the impor
tant · point is that in the situation which 
will exist under the_bill as it now stands, 
a man will not be able to hold a job, 
under a contract of the sort we have 
discussed, unless within 30 days after he 
takes the job he joins a union, although 
he may not wish to join it at all. It 
seems to me that in that case the same 
restriction is placed upon the rights of 
the individual as -in the case of an em-
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player who is prevented from hiring the 
man in the first place unless he is al
ready a neniber of the union. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, while -I 
think of it, I should like to say that the 
rule adopted by the committee is sub
stantially the rule now in effect in Can
ada. Apparently by a decision of the 
justices of the Supreme Court of Canada 
in an arbitration case, the present rule in 
Canada is that there can be a closed shop 
or a union shop, and the union does not 
have to admit an employee who applies 
for union membership, but the employee 
must, nevertheless, pay dues, even though 
he does not join the union. 

If he pays the dues without joining 
the union, he has the right to be em
ployed. That, in effect, is a kind of a 
tax, if you please, for union support, 
if the union is the recognized bargaining 
agent for all the men, but there is no 
constitutional way by which we can do 
that in the United States. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one further obser
vation? 

Mr. THYE. Will the Senator from 
Ohio yield for one question? 

Mr. TAFT. I may say that the argu
ment made for the union shop, and 
against abolishing the closed shop, is 
that if there is not a closed shop those 
not in the union will get a free ride, 
that the union does the work, gets the 
wages raised, then the man who does 
not pay dues rides along freely with
out any expense to himself. Under the 
Canadian rule, and under the rule of the 
committee, we pretty well take care of 
that argument. There is not much 
argument left. 

I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I rise for 

the purpose of setting forth my own 
views and endeavoring to clear up the 
question of the union shop and the closed 
shop. Insofar as the senior Senator from 
Missouri was referring to it, the main 
objection, and the only objection I have 
to the closed shop, is that if the em
ployer were to find someone with con
siderable aptitude for the particular line 
of business in which the employer is en
gaged, he could not hire him without 
first going to the union, have the union 
accept the man, and then put him on the 
roll. 

I wish to say to the Senator from 
Missouri ·that under the present provi
sion in the bill the employer can hire 
any man from any walk of life, but after 
he has been in the plant 30 days he 
must become a qualified member of the 
union in order to remain on the pay roll. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
word "must" is the word which I think 
is decisive. It means that there is no 
longer a freedom of choice on the part 
of the employee. The provision that 
there may be a contract by which an 
employer will contract that he will not 
engage anyone unless the individual 
joins a union within 30 days after the 
engagement, is subject, in my judgment, 

-to exactly the same logical objection as 
is the provision in the contract that he 
will not hire a man unless he first belongs 
to a union. 

It is true that the employer has a 
greater ability to hire under the union-

shop arrangement than under the closed
shop arrangement, but so far as the 
standpoint of th' employee himself is 
concerned, he is -confronted in the one 
case by a situation in which he cannot 
get a job unless he first belongs to a 
union, and that is prohibited under the 
bill; · yet he is confronted, under the bill 
as it exists with the provision that he 
cannot retain a job after he once gets it 
unless he joins an organization within 
30 days. He may not want to join the 
organization, he may not subscribe to its 
principles, he may not subscribe to its · 
methods, but the word "must," which the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
has used, applies nevertheless with re
spect to him. It is compulsion in both 
cases; first, compulsion on the employee 
that he must first belong to the union 
before he can be employed; it is compul
sion, in the secon<.: instance, in that he 
must join the organization within 30 
days. 

It seems to me that from the stand
point of liberty, so far as the individual is 
concerned, each one of these involves a 
compulsion which · is wrongful to the 
theory of the free right of contract. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 
Mr. FLANDERS. I should like tp .sug

gest to the Senator from Missouri that 
there is involved not merely the word 
"must," on which he has so eloquently 
animadverted, there is also involved the 
word "can." Under the union shop, as 
distinguished from the closed shop, a 
man "can" get into the union, to which 
extent his freedom is enlarged. 

Mr. DONNELL. Te the extent that he 
must get into the union, his freedom is 
still restricted. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
·Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I have 

not taken up much time, and I intend to 
say a few words now even if Senators are 
calling for a vote. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. DoN
NELL] is, in my opinion, absolutely cor
rect when he states that the freedoms of 
the individual are interfered with when 
it is made necessary for a workman to 
join a union 30 days after he is ·em
ployed-perhaps not to the same extent 
as telling him he cannot have a job un
less he belong~ to a union, but the dif
ference is purely a matter of degree. My 
understanding of the principles of the 
Constitution of the United States and the 
meaning o:: individual freedom corre
sponds with the opinion expresser! by the _ 
Senator from Missouri. There is no more 
inherent or sacred right in this world 
than the right to work when and where 
one choo&es to work, when and where 
one can find employment that is satisfac
tory to him, whether he chooses to belong 
to a union or does not so choose. To 
my mind, that is fundamental. 

I am aware that the amendment of 
the Senator irom Minnesota [Mr. BALL] 
will be rejected. I do no~ think we have 
grown up yet; the amendment will be 
defeated because we do not understand 
what we are doing, and the labor leaders 
are not telling us what the American 
workingman wants. 
. I should like to say that there are too 
many people in Congress and elsewhere 

listening to the voices of individuals who 
come to their offices. They forget that 
there are 20 or 30 or 40 workingmen back 
home for every one who puts pressure on 
us, and those back home ought to be 
unshackled and given back their right 
to proceed in the ordinary way to make 
a living. I think we should remember 
that the pres.sure put on by people who 
make a lot of noise does not represent 
the voice of the people who are en
deavoring to make their living in the 
United States. 

I predict that in .less than 10 years 
making themselves heard in the offices 
millions of working people will be 
of Senators and Representatives. They 
will not be slow to make it known that 
they do not want anyone to force them 
into a union or force them out of a union, 
or have the right to dominate their lives 
in connection with working and earning 
a living. 

I know· it is not too popular, at the 
moment, to stand up and tell the truth, 
but some of the ablest labor leaders in" 
the world state they do not believe in the 
closed shop; that they do not believe in 
forcing a man to stay in a union and pay 
dues: They even go so far as to say that 
they do not believe the labor unions can 
amount to what every decent American 
wants them to be until tpe time comes 
when every man in a union has the right 
to refuse to pay dues anG. still remain in 
his employment, if he does not like the 
leadership and the course of · the leader
ship. That is the only means the work
ingmen have of getting rid of rotten 
labor leaders, namely, the power to resign 
without losing their jobs and their right 
to make a living. 

A few years ago-I should say -about 
7 or 8 years ago-there came to this 
country the president of the Railway 
Clerks Union of England. If I remem
ber correctly, his name was Brown. His 
union had a membership of 90,000, which 
is a union of' considerable size for Eng
land. H:e made a speech in Philadelphia. 
in which he said he was very strongly 
opposed to the closed shop because, in 
his opinion, it destroyed the rights of the 
individual members of the organization 
to better conditions and improve the 
quality of leadership. He said, "Unless 
the members of my union have the power 
to resign without losing their jobs, they 
cannot effectively protest against my 
poor leadership." He further said. "I 
believe the future welfare of the workir:.g 
people lies in having good, intelligent, 
law-abiding leadership." 

About 6 years ago, I was told by Mr. 
Alexander Whitney himself, that a large 
group of railway employees rr_et in con
vention in Cleveland about 1916 and a 
resolution was presented to the conven
tion which in simple terms provided that 
no one should be permitted to work on a 
railroad unless he became a member of 
one of the railroad brotherhoods. The 
president of the organization was pres
ent, and before there was a chance for 
adoption of thP. resolution he stepped to 
the front of the platform and said, "I ask 
the gentleman \vho has made the motion 
to withdraw it, because I consider it inim
ical to the best interests of the men 
working on the railroads. The American 
people do not wan'li the closed shop. 
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They do not want anything forced on 
anyone. I ask that the motion be with
drawn, or, in the event of its not being 
withdrawn, I ask for its defeat, because, 
in my opinion, our great objective in the 
railroad brotherhoods should be to-Make 
our unions so good, and make them de
liver so much of value to the membership, 
that we will not have to force men to 
join, but they will join because they want 
to become members and receive the 
benefits." 

I am merely repeating to the Senators 
what Alexander Whitney, who is well 
known to them and to me, a man I have 
known for a number of years, told me 
himself. He is old 'enough to haYe been 
at the convention, and he recited what 
happened. The resolution providing that 
no one could work on a railroad unless 
he belonged to one of the unions was 
withdrawn. 

Mr. President, in my opinion the prac
tical problem has not been touched upon 
at all. If any Senator thinks for one 
minute that in a union plant a man can 
have his employer keep him at work after 
he has been expelled from the union, he 
is sadly mistaken. Such an employee 
goes home at night, and he may return 
in the morning, but he is worried every 
minute while in his home. Some in the 
union will find a way to force him by fear 
tQ resign. · 

I have received hundreds of letters on 
this subject. I received a letter from 
the wife of a man who worked in my 
plant for 27 years, and this is. what she 
said: 

DEAR MR. HAWKES:' 1 hope you won't hold 
tt against my husband, John, because he has 
joined the labor union. 

I will · not mention the name of the 
union, because I do not wish to discrim
inate. 

He has joined it because he is working on 
the midnight shift at your plant, and they 
have been putting pressure on him here at 
the house, and making threats that if he did 
not join the union his face would not look 
the same in a few days as it does now. My 
daughter and I cannot sleep, because he has 
to walk a mlle along the Passaic River Road 
on the way home, and we can never sleep 
until he gets home. So we are the ones who 
have asked him to join this union, and he has 
only done so. because of that condition. 

Mr. President, that illustrates the sit
uation that exists in the United States, 
and it is going to continue, to the det
riment of all the millions of fine working 
men and women in the United States. 
And do not forget that there are mil
lions of working men and women who 
want the right to organize, and are en
titled to it; who want the right to bar
gain collectively; who . want to have 
decent, living wages, to which they are 
entitled; and who want che right · to 
strike lawfully. I do not say that most 
of them want the right to shut down 
public utilities and other activities 
which are vital to the welfare and the 
health and the lives of the people, but 
1n some unions certain leaders do want 
even that right. The workers want to 
be relieved of dictatorship in the ranks 
of the labor leadership, and they do not 
want dictatorship in the United States 
Government. 

I repeat. I think the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. DONNELL] has expressed 
spme very wonderful words of wisdom. 

I shall vote for the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota, and I 
shall undoubtedly vote for the bill · on 
final passage. There should be under
standing enough and courage enough to 
cause men to be willing to vote for prin
ciples even though it might mean they 
would not be returned to office. Such 
courage in the people's representatives 
is needed to cure the ills of the country. 
"Jim" Farley, former head of the Dem
ocratic Party, made a wonderful state
ment at a luncheon in the Office of the 
Secretary of the Senate about 2 years 
ago. There were 28 Democrats and 2 
Republicans present. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] and I 
were the only Republicans in attendance. 
Mr. Farley said: 

You Senators have been voting politically 
for a number of years, but the great funda-

- mental principles of the United States of 
America are now at stake, and we have got 
to preserve them, we have got to be 
courageous 1f we are going to save them, 
and keep the United States a great, success-
ful Nation of freemen. ' 

He said further: 
Gentlemen, you have got to begin voting 

differently from now on, even if it means 
that some of you do not come back to the 
United States Senate. 

Those are words upon which every 
Senator in this chamber can well afford 
to reflect. 

Mr. President, I love this country so 
much more than I love my seat here in 
the Senate that I am going to stand for 
what I believe to be right so long as 
I am a Member of the .United States 
Senate. 

Again I compliment the Senator from 
Missouri; he is positively right. This 
great Ameriea cannot go on Uilless all 
Americans are made free to work when 
and where they can find work, and where 
they choose to work, whether they elect 
to belong or not to belong to a union and 
pay dues or any special form of tribute. 

Anyone who believes that the feeling 
against the closed shop is confined to 
those who are outside the ranks of the 
working class is greatly mistaken, I can 
assure the Senators. A gentleman I 
know recently spoke to 1,281 workers, 
most of whom belonged to a certain 
union. He spoke of the closed shop and 
the question of the workers being able 
to resign or not being able to resign from 
the union. After he spoke on that sub
ject, the entire 1,281 workers rose to their 
Jeet and cheered and whistled for a full 
minute. 

So, Mr. President, the resistance to the 
closed shop and the destruction of indi
vidual freedom in connection with the 
right. to work is not confined to Senators 
or industrial leaders or the so-called peo
ple in the upper brackets. 

Remember the little chart I sent to 
every Member of Congress, which showed 
that in the year 1943, $390,000,000 were 
taken out of the pockets of the working 
people of the United States and went into 
the coffers of the labor unions. That is 
all right 1f the money is used legitimately 
for the benefit of the members, but it was 

more than twice as much as all the money 
collected by all the business organiza
tions in the United States, every chamber 
of commerce, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, and all the business or
ganizations that are continually brought 
into the discussions .upon this :floor. · 
That is why those in the Senate galleries, 
every time a conservative amendment 
was voted down, broke into applause in 
violation of the rules of the Senate. 
Think of the labor unions sending 20 bus 
loads of representatives from the little 
State of New Jersey to put pressure be
hind their contentions concerning the 
pending legislation, keeping their repre
sentatives here in Washington 3 days, 
and paying their bills. We figured what 
it must have cost to do that, and -esti
mated the cost at over $25,000. And that 

. was from just one State. 
If we are sincere, if we love this coun-

. try, and want to save it. let us decide 
that we are going to vote to sustain the 
inherent, sacred right of every man and 
woman in America to work and earn a 
living, and not to llave to doff his hat 
and get on his knees and beg some union 
labor leader for a right that belongs to 
him. If this great Congress does not 
make it safe for every man and woman 
in the country to go down the street 
from his home to his place of work, to 
go into . the factory, and while at work 
feel assured that nothing harmful to him 
will be done in the factory, and that he 
will not be working day after day under 
fear, intimidation, and threat; if we do 
not make it safe for him to go home 
along the streets of this great country of 
ours without any fear; if we do not make 
it safe for him to be i:n his home, and 
insure the safety of every member of his 
family while he and they are out in the 
evening-if we do not do that, Senators, 
very soon we shal~ have to say good-by 
to the great free-enterprise ·system of 
America, which is the foundation of our 
free life and all that makes the American 
system of free men. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered By the Senator from Min
nesota CMr. BALL]. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to speak very long against 
the closed . shop, because I have spoken 
long and loud on this subject before in 
the Senate Chamber. l was against the 
closed shop when I came here in August 
1941. I found very little support here 
at that time, but the support has been 
gaining in numbers and volume, and 
especially, since the 5th day of last No
yember. I doubt whether there is enough 
support in the Senate at the present 
time to pass legislation that will outlaw 
the labor-leader racketeer and return 
our Government to the United States 

·Congress instead of the labor-leader 
racketeers, who operate on orders from 
Moscow. When Senators are talking 
about the closed shop, they are talking 
about the very heart and soul of the 
control of our American form of govern- · 
ment, because it is the closed shop 
which siphons off from the taxpayers 
and the honest laboring people of the 
country, hundreds of millions of dollars. 
This is done for the specific purpose of 
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defeating the reelection of any Member 
of Congress who opposes the labor-leader 
racketeers, and for the political purposes . 
of !ISing this money that is gained by vir
tue of the closed shop to elect to the Sen
ate and to the House of Representatives 
men who will do the bidding of the labor
leader racketeers. 

As I have often said before, I am a 
friend of the laboring man. I was born 
in poverty. My parents were both hard
working people. I have performed much 
hard manual labor myself. My sympa
thies are with the ·laboring people. 

Mr. President, when Senators talk 
about "labor" in connection with the 
pending legislation, they are not talking 
about the laboring people; they are talk
ing about a racket, a racket that has 
built up the tabor-leader racketeers of 
the country until they are more powerful 
than our Government itself. 

I am opposed to the labor-leader 
racketeer. I am opposed to the closed 
shop~ I believe in collective bargaining. 
I believe in unions. We have a great 
many unions whose members are abso
lutely sound. But the labor unions that 
are causing the trouble in this country 
are not the class of which I just spoke. 
The labor unions that are causing the 
trouble are the big monopolistic labor 
unions that are dominated by Commu
nists on orders from Moscow. If Sena
tors do not believe it, let us get into 
war with Russia, and see how quickly 
the factories of this country will close 
down. The Moscow liberals closed our 
factories down in the -recent war and 
kept them closed until the day Hitler sent 
his mighty war machine against his 

_pal Joey and thus placed Russia on the 
side of the Allies. 

It was not until then did our Moscow 
liberals and our big labor bosses cease 
their sabotaging. It was then they be
gan to scream for full production and 
a no-strike program. 

In the meantime our boys were drilling 
with wooden guns, and this very Capitol 
was guarded by dummy wooden cannons. 
When the American worker was given 
a chance, he began to produce and he 
never stopped producing until he had 
built the greatest war machine· the 
world has ever seen. Unshackle our 
honest workers and they will break the 
back of world-planned scarcity in short 
order. 

I do not want to impugn the motives 
of any Senator on the :floor. I have ex
plicit confidence in every Senator, but I 
want to say that the impression is abroad 
i& the land that the only reason we have 
supported the National Labor Relations 
Act and turned everything over to the 
labor racketeers is because of the fear on 
the part of certain Senators that they 
would be defeated for· reelection, unless 
they gave all-out support to the big 
labor bosses. Certain very good Senators 
who formerly sat here are not in the 
Senate ai)y longer, because they were 
defeated by the tools of Communist 
labor leader racketeers, who are operat
ing on the vast sums of money, the mil
lions of dollars, that they have extracted 
from the pockets of the poor working 
peor,>le. The situation is a political one. 
I heard one of the ablest Senators who 
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ever graced this body, at least in my 
opinion he was one of the ablest Senators 
since I have been a Member of this body, 
the late Honorable Josiah Bailey, who 
on the :floor of the Senate said that Con
gress had violated the Constitution of 
the United States which places upon it 
the power to lay and collect taxes. That 
power is vested in the Congress by the 
Constitution. According to the late 
Honorable Josiah W. Bailey Congress 
tran3ferred that power to lay and collect 
taxes from the Congress of the United 
States to the labor leader racketeers. 
That power was vested in the labor rack
eteering leaders by permitting them to 
say that no man could work unless he 
had a permit card issued to him by them 
or their henchmen. Furthermore he·had 
to pay any price the racketeers wanted 
to charge him for that permit card. 
That applied not only to private indus
try, but to Government jobs as well. This 
great Government of ours made it im
possible for a free born American citizen, 
the father of boys fighting overseas for 
their country and needing war materials, 
to go into a Government-operated and 
owned plant and secure a job in which he 
could help build the trucks, the guns, the 
munitions, those boys needed in the war 
without paying tribute to labor czars. As 
a result of that transferrence of powers 
to the labor racketeers many of our boys 
died, and the blood of those boys is upon 
the heads of the Members of Congress of 
the United States. 

That, Mr. President, is how far Con
gress has gone in transferring power to 
lay and collect taxes to a group of citi
zens in this country. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Yes; I am glad to yield . 
to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say in 
connection with the Senator's reference 
to the abrogation in favor of labor or
gai)izations of the right to collect taxes, 
which I think he has very aptly put, he 
might extend his observation a little 
further and say that we have abrogated 
to a certain degree the right to assess 
fines, forfeitures, and penalties which 
have ordinarily and consistently in this 
country been the province of organiZed 
government, and today, through labor 
organizations, without trial, without 
proof, but usuaiJy upon either a whim or 
order, members of certain organizations 
can be assessed fines under penalty of 
expulsion, and such fines can be arbi
trarily assessed by whimsical action 
taken by certain leaders. So we have 
not only abrogated to a certain extent 
the right to collect taxes, but we have 
passed on the right to assess fines and 
forfeitures. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I thank the able Sen
ator from Iowa for that observation. I 
am glau to have such cbservation from 
attorneys in this body, men who have 
studied the law and know what it means. 
Their words have much weight, as did 
the words which were spoken by that 
great statesman, the late Senator Bailey, 
of North Carolina. 

Mr. HAWKES.· .Mr. President, will 
the· Senator yield? 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I should like to make 
a brief statement, because I am sure 
the Senator· from Texas does not want 
to leave the thought that because a man 
does his duty in voting on this subject 
he will be defeated at the polls. Per
haps some Members of Congress were 
defeated at the polls at the last election 
for that reason. But I am certain that 
the Senator from Texas will agree · with 
me that there is no need for a Member 
of Congress being defeated at the polls 
simply because he does his duty as he 
sees it in voting for what he believes 
is to the best interest of the working 
people of the United States.· 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I agree with what 
the Senator from New Jersey has said. 
I prefaced my remarks b~- the statement 
that I did not wish to impugn the mo
tives of any Member of this body. But 
I do say that the unions themselves have 
advertised over the length and breadth 
of this Nation that they will defeat cer
tain Senators solely because the Sen
ators have voted against labor leader 
racketeers. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield once more? 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. HAWKES. I want to bring out 

my point. I know the Senator made the 
statement he has just referred to. The 
point I want to bring out is that if we 
do our duty and the people of the United 
States do their duty, and, in doing that 
duty in connection with labor legisla
tion we are never animated by bitter
ness or hatred or desire to injure any
one, but only to benefit the working peo
ple of the United States-if we get that 
message over, there are 20 votes back 
home for every 1 that may be con
trolled by labor leaders who threaten 
us-if we get our message over and do 
our duty. Does the Senator agree with 
the statement that the labor leaders' 
threats will be idle threats? 

Mr. O'DANIEL. t agree with that 
statement. Even if that were not true, 
I still believe it is the duty of every 
Senator to vote his convictions on the 
floor of the Senate, regardless of what 
the outcome may be at the next election. 

Mr. HAWKES. I agree with the Sen
ator, but it is a fine thing to know that 
we do not have to destroy . ourselves by 
voting our convictions. That is the 
point I am trying to make. · 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I think the Senator 
is absolutely correct. I think the vast 
majority of the people of the United 
States believe in the form of our Ameri
can free government. Does anyone wish 
to say that under our American form of 
free government every American citizen 
should be deprived by law of his right to 
accept a job if it is offered to him at a 
satisfactory wage? That is what has 
been done however. American citizens 
have been prevented from accepting work 
at a lawful vocation which is offered to 
them, at a salary which they want to 
accept. But no, they cannot do it, be
cause Congress has enacted legislation 
which bars free American citizens from 
exercising their freedom, from using their 
God-given right to work. I think this 
august body, the greatest legislative body 
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on the face of the earth, has fallen be
low its usual high standard when its 
Members sit here and argue and debate 
day after day concerning the rights of 
the labor unions, the rights of industry, 
and forget altogether the rights of the 
individual citizen, forget altogether the 
man who is doing the work. Members 
of the Senate simply talk and argue and 
try to fix the terms of the bill so it 
will be acceptable to the labor leader 
racketeers and 'to industry, but forget 
about the man in the overalls, forget 
about the man who has to earn a living 
for himself and his family. We permit 
the union to charge the worker anything 
the big labor bosses want to charge ·him, 
and he must . pay it, or get out of the 
union and not be allowed to work. I am 
against such a condition. I think we 
should get around to the point after a 
while when we give some consideration 
to the rights and freedom of the Ameri
can oitizens, and not look to these bloc 
votes of this organiz~d racket. 

Mr. President, I have kept bills, simi
lar to the one we are now discussing, 
before the Senate ever since I have been 
a Member." I had an amendment which 
I sent· to the desk, and which I intended 
to bring up. · I do not know whether the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. BALL] covers exactly 
what is contained· in my amendment, 
but after listening to what the Senator 
from Minnesota has had to say I think 
his c...mendment is a very beneficial one, 
and I intend to vote for it. ! ·shall vote 
for it. 

During the - war when we debated 
about abolishing the closed shop many 
persons said to me, "Lay oft' of that thing. 
Do not try to abolish the closed shop 
during the war, because the union rack
eteers are bigger than the Government, 
and they will cause a great deal of trou
ble if an attempt is made to abolish the 
closed shop. Wait until the war is over." 
Well, the war has. been over now for 2 
years. Why snould we wait longer? An 
amendment is before us. Why not vote 
for the amendment and add it to the 
bill? Give the American people a little 
touch of freedom. Giv·e them something 
to be proud of. Vote for the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. IVEs 
in the chair>. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL]. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. · 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER <when his name was 
called>. I have a pair with the senior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRDJ. If 
he were present and voting he would 
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote 
I would vote "nay." 

Mr. SPARKMAN <when his ri.ame· was 
called). I have a pair with the junior 
Senator from _.irginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]. 
If he were present and voting he woUld 
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote I 
would vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN
DENBERG] is unavoidably detained. If he 

were present and voting he would vote 
"nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] is necessarily absent be
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED] 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER]. The Senator 
from Kansas is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is unavoidably absent on 
business of the Senate. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD J and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. · CAPPER] are unavoidably detained. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEoRGEJ. the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], 
and the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] are necessarily absent; 
T~e Senator from Wyonung [Mr. 

O'MAHONEY], who is absent on public 
business, would vote "nay" on this ques
tion if present. 

I announce also that the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER], who is neces
sarily absent, has a general pair with the 
Senator ·from Kansas · [Mr. REEDJ. If 
present, the Senator from New York 
would vote "nay." · 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THoMAS] 
is unavoidably detained. If present, he 
would vote "nay" on this question. ' 

The result was, announced-yeas 21, 
·nays 57, as follows: . 

Ball 
Bricker 
Buck 
Butler 
Donnell 
Eastland 
Gurney 

Aiken . 
Baldwin 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Cain 
Capehart 
Chavez 
Connally 
Co.oper 
Cordon 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Ecton 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
Green 
Hatch 

Bridges 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capper 
Ellender 
George 

YEA8-21 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 
Kern 
McClellan 
McKellar 
Moore 
O'Daniel 

NAY8-57 

Overton 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Stewart 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 

Hayden Malone 
Hill }4artin 
Hoey Maybank 
Holland Millikin 
Ives Morse 
Jenner , Murray 
Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Johnston, S. c. O'Conor 
Kilgore Pepper 
Knowland Revercomb 
Langer Russell 
Lodge Saltonstall 
Lucas Smith 
McCarran Tatt 
McCarthy Taylor 
McFarland Thye 
McGrath Umstead 
McMahon Watkins 
M!lgnuson Young 

NOT VOTING-i7 
O'Mahoney Tobey 
Reed Tydings 
Robertson, Va Vandenberg 
Sparkman _ Wagner 
Thomas, Okla. White 
Thpmas, Utah 

So the amendment offered by Mr. BALL 
on . behalf of himself and Mr. BYRD was 
rejected. 
· Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I sub.;. 
mit for the consideration of the Senate 
a suggested unanimous-consent agree
ment upon the final passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CAIN 
in the chair> . The clerk will read the 
suggested unanimous-consent agreement. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That on the calendar day ~f Mon

day, May 12, 1947, at the hour of 6 p.m., the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 3020, the Labor Management Relations 

Act, 1947; that it be consider~d as amended 
by striking out all after the enacting clause 
and inserting in lieu thereof the text of Sen
ate bill 1126, the Federal Labor Relations Act 
of 1947, as amended; that the third reading 
of the bill as amended be considered .as or
dered; and that a vote be immediately taken 
thereafter on the. final passage of the said 
House bill as amended. 

Ordered further, That of the time for de
bate on said day, the proponents. of the bill 
shall be allowed 21f:z hours and the opponents 
4V:z hours, to be controlled, respectively, by 
the Senator from Ohio, Mr . . TAFT, and the 
Senator from Utah, Mr. THOMAS. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
the membership of the Senate to con
sider this unanimous-consent request 
which is on the final passage of the bili. 
It provides that a vote shall be t.l:tken 
at 6 o'clock on Monday evening, it being 
understood that the Senate will convene 
at 11 o'clock in the morning, and that 
the time shall be divided so that the pro
ponents of the bill will have 2%' hours and 
tne opponents of the bill will have 47'2 
hours. I believe that that would · take 
care of the speeches of those w.ho expect 
~o maKe speeclles, so far as· time is con.:. 
cerned. · ' · 

I feel confident that we will pass on 
all the amendments this evening and 
may have a third reading of the bill to
night, and then recess until Monday, to 
meet at 11. o'clock; a. m., and, under the 
propqsed agreement, a vote should be 
taken .at 6 o'clock Monday evening on 
the passage qf the bi:ll. · 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be ,glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ken
tucky is absent. It would be agreeable 
with him, I am sure, and so far as I am 
concerned, it is agreeable to me. I ·have 
no objection to the unanimous-consent 
arrangement .. 

Mr. WHERRY . . I wish to say that 
while the distinguished minority· leader 
did not authorize me to speak for him, I 
-asked him today if he would accept the 
unanimous-consent agreement and he 
said he would. 

Mr. LUCAS. If I correctly under
stand, the Senator from Kentucky de
sires some time on the bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. The arrangement is 
that the opponents shall have 4% hours, 
and their time is to be in charge of the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. I am 
quite satisfied that there will be no dif-

·ficulty in arranging whatever tinie the 
·distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
would-like to have in presenting his argu-
ments for or against the bill. -

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY.. I yield. 
Mr; LANGER. Has .the. distinguished 

SenatoF any objection to fixing the time . 
for the vote at or before 6 o'clock? -

Mr. WHERRY. I should be glad to 
do that, but we are trying to make sure 
that the opponents shall have sufficient 
time to make speeches against the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I should 
have to object to such an arrangement. 

Mr. PEPPER. _Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 
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Mr. WHERRY~ I yi'el~. to the Senator 

from Florida." 
Mr. PEPPER. ·· The acting majority 

leader has been gracious and consider .. 
ate, as he has been all through the de
bate, and it is with the greatest reluc
tance that I must object: I am sure l 
also speak for other Senators who are 
unable to agree to a vote on Monday. To 
the fixing of any time thereafter we have 
no objection whatever. If it can be 
worked out for Tuesday or any other time 
other than Monday, so far as I &.m con
cerned, it will be satisfactory. Some 
other Senato!:'s who are vita11y interested 
will have no objection. 

The Senator will recognize that the bill 
has been an uncertain quantity up until 
the end of the day. A good many Sena
tors · have not known how they would 
vote on the final passage, because they 
did not know what kind of a bill it would 
be: ' But by the end of today-and I be
lieve the Senator wil1 agree that we have 
not delayed action on the amendments
we will know· what kind of a bill we shan 
have to vote on, on its final passage. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Florida for his ob
servations. I feel that . ample time 
sbould be gtveri 'for debate on the bill. 
I thought 2¥2 llours for the proponents 
.and · 4% hours for the .opponents would 
be enough · inducement to the distin
gUished Senator to agree to the unani
mous-consent arrangement. ' ' 
. ..Mr. PEPPER. I am exceedirigly sorry 
that· I am not able to 'agree to 'the pro
posed unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. W'IIERRY~ . I am sotry that . the 
distinguished Senator from ·Florida feels 
that he cannot accept the unanimous
consent agreement to vote at 6 o'clock 
on Monday. 

I have also prepared another unani
mous-consent agreement. I hope the 
Senate will not think that I am a mule 
trader. I know the Senate would like to 
get to a vote if possible. The only thing 
to do Is to sound it out and see what is the 
sentiment of the Senate. There is no 
criticism of anyone intended. 

Mr. LUCAS. What is the next unani
lJnous-consent agreement? 

Mr. WHERRY. I send it to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

cl~rk wi11 read the proposed unanimous
consent request agreement. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That on tlie calendar day of Tues

day, May 13_, 1947, ~t the hour of 2 p. m., 
the Senate proceed ~o the consideration o! 
House bill 3020, the Labor Management Re
lations Act. 1947; that it be considered as 
amended by striklng out all after the enact
ing clause and inserting in lieu thereof the 
text of Senate bill 1126, the Federal Labor 
Relations Act of 1947, as amended; that the 
tblr~ reading of the blll ~ amended be 
considered as ordered, and that a vote be 
Immediately taken thereafter on the final 
passage of the said House bill as amended. 

Ordetecljurther, That the time Intervening 
on. said day between the meeting of .the Sen
.a1;e :and the said ho.\U' of :a .P •. m. be. eq~lly 
4~vJded between ~e . propon~:t;ta and the 
opponents of the b111, to be controlled, re
spec_tively, by the SenatOr from · Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT} and the· Senator ·from · Utah (Mr. 
THoMAS). ': 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, wlli the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Is the date next Tues-

day? . 
Mr. WHERRY. Tuesday, the 13th. 
Mr. LUCAS. Is there any objection to 

stating whether the Senator has another 
proposal to submit? 

Mr.-WHERRY. If the Senator will ask 
me that a little later, I shall be glad to 
answer him. 

Mr. LUCAS. I hope the Senate w1ll 
agree to vote. It has been delayed· long 
enough. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. As I understand, the 
proposal now is to vote at 2 o"clock on 
Tuesday? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 
Mr. OVERTON. Is that standard time 

or daylight-saving time? 
Mr. WHERRY. We wil1 vote at 2 

o'clock according to the clock here. 
· Mr. OVERTON. Can the Senator ad
vise the Senate whether that clock is go
ing to be changed to daylight time? 

Mr. WHERRY. I personally voted as 
did the Senator from Louisiana. I hope 
the time will be 2 o'clock, "God's time," 
as I think the Senator said. Whether 
the time will be advanced or not I am not 
sure, but the time will be according to the 
clock when 2 o'clock arrives. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. ·1 

Mr. MURRAY. Would this agree-· 
ment bar the pres-enting of further 
amendments between now and that 
time? I ·have in mind o1fering an 
amendment in the nature of a substi-

. tute. I think I shall have it ready to be 
filed on Monday. I can file it tonight. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
proposed agreement provides for a vote 
on the final passage of the biiJ, and if we 
take a recess from to:t;light until Mon
day, we shall have Monday and Tuesday 
in which to take action. 

I suppose a Senator can make a mo
tion at any time until the· final passage 
of the bill; but under the proposed 
agreement, when we vote at 2 o'clock. 
we shan vote on the final passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. MURRAY. It seems to me, Mr. 
President, that such a limitation of time 
would prevent a proper presentation of 
the substitute. It seems to me-we should 
have .a little more time. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. Let me inquire 
whether the Senator from Montana has
concluded his remarks. 
· Mr. MURRAY. I was saying that I 

think the proposed time limit would pre
vent a proper presentation of the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. It 
seems to me we should have more time 
in which to present it. 

Mr. President, this btU has been mate
rially changed on the ftoor of the Senate. 
If the b111 had been brought In from the 
committee and had been voted ·on as ft . 

was reported by the committee, it could · 
have been passed long ago. But many 
very important ·and serious amendments 
have been added to the bill while it has 
been tinder discussion on the floor of the 
Senate. So the bill now before us is en
tirely different from the biU which was 
reported by the committee. It seems to 
me we should have time to present a 
substitute and have· it properly explained 
and debated. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
· Mr. TAFT. I had hoped that tonight 

it would be possible for the Senate to 
take final action on all the amendments 
and to have the third reading of the 
bill, so as to bar the offering of further 
amendments. 

Am I to understand that at this late 
date, after 2 weeks of debate, the Sena
tor froni Montana proposes to offer a 
complete substitute for this bill-a sub
stitute which nc. other Senator has yet 
seen? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, it 1s 
not such a surprise as all that because 
we have discussed it in the committee, 
and the important thing to do is to have -
the Senate pass a. bill which can be 
enacted, not a bill which will fail of final 
enactment . 

It seems to me that th ::: Senator from 
Ohio understands very well the position. 
which was taken by the minority mem
bers of the committee who signed the 
minority views. If the passage of some 
bflJ on the subject 1s desired, we are in 
favor of a bil! which will be sound and 
which will do some good· Instead of a bill 
which wm raf$e resentment and bitter
ness and \<·ill destrcy in large degree the 
labor relations which have been estab
lished in this country. 

The amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute will carry out all the recommen
dations of the President, and, :In addi
tion, will provide other amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act
amendments which I think will be help
ful apd will clarify some of the prob
lems connected with the criticisms which 
have been made. 

Mr. TAFT. It has been perfectly pos
sible to prepare such a substitute at any 
time during the last 3 weeks. The Sena
tor froni Montana sigm?d the minority 
Views opposing the committee bill. It 
would make no difference what · amend
ments were ·adopted to- the committee 
bill; a substitute could have been· pro
poSed at any time, embodying the rec
ommendations the Senator now has. in 
mind. · 
' I cannot fail to regard the offering of 

a substitute at this late· date as anything 
other than a dilatory motion to delay 
action on the b111. . r 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I think 
that is an unfair statement. The Sena
tor from Ohio knows that we have been 
engaged on ' the bill every day during 
several weeks~· and our time has been 
fully occupied with discussions of the bill 
and the amendments which have been 
presented from time to time to the bill. 
I think the Senator will concede that 
It wo~d have b~~n utterly impossible for 
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us to write an entirely new bill during 
the time when we have been required to 
be on the floor of the Senate for the dis
cussion of the bill reported by the com
mitteE' and the amendments which have 
been offered. The bill now goes entirely 
beyo..'.1d what the President has recom
mended; and I think the substitute would 
be entirely so.und. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if that 
course is pursued, I think I would be 
justified in ·moving k lay the substitute 
on the table as soon as the Senator fin
ishes presenting it. Whether I shall do 
that, I do not know; but the procedure 
the Senator has proposed is the most 
extraordinary procedure I ·have ever 
seen proposed in tht- Senate of the 
United States in connection with the 
discussion or handling of a bill. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me, I send to the 
desk an amendment in ·~he nature of a 
substitute, and ask r.hat it be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, before 
that is done, "! ·wish to have a decision 
reached in regard to the proposed unani
mous-consent agreen1ent. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I merely wish to ex

press the hope that the Senator from 
Ohio will not follow the course he has 
just announced; namely, to move to lay 
on the table the substitute, and not 
to give any Senator an opportunity to 
discuss it or consider it. Throughout 
the entire course of this debate, Mr. 
President, the amendments which have 
been offered and have ·been discussed 
have come from the other side of the 
aisle; and so far as I know. no Senator 
on this side of the aisle has questiol}ed 
the right of any Senator on that side to 
propose any motion or any amendment 
or any substitute which he desired t,o 
propose. 

Mr. President, I regard it as rather 
bad taste at this time, when a Demo
cratic Senator rises and has the temerity 
to offer an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, to threaten to make a mo
tion to lay the substitute ·on the table. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Let me say that 3 days 

ago, and also yesterday, we announced 
our hope that it would be possible to 
conclude action on all the amendments 
tonight. · No objection was made, and 
we have proceeded all day on the theory 
that the Senate would proceed with the 
amendments tonight and would stay in 
session until action on the amendments 
was finished. No suggestion was made 
that there would be off~.,red for the bill 
a complete substitute which would open 
up the consideration of every point in 
regard ·~o the labor legislation discus
sion which has already been before the 
Senate. Those are the circumstances 
under which I mad~ the statement. In
cidentally, I did not announce a course: 
I said I thought I would be justified in 
doing that. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Nebraska will yield once 
more to me, I wish to say to the Senator 

from Ohio that I have not been in the 
confidence of my colleagues who are pro
posing the substitute. I had no infor
mation from them that they/ desir~d or 
intended to propose the substitute. Like 
the Senator from Ohio, I was completely 
in the dark, except I happened to read 
the newspapers, and for the past several 
days the press of the country has car
ried the statement that a substitute pro
posal would be made. Therefore I do 
not thin~ it is a matter of any great or 
overwhelming surprise to anyone. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. LUCAS: A moment ago I more 
or less concurred in what the able Sen
ator from Nebraska said with respect to 
an early vote upon the pending labor bill. 
I, too, knew nothing about the substitute 
which is proposed to be offered by the 
able Senator from Montana. But if a 
·SUbstitute is to be offered, certainly it 
should be given every opportunity for 
debate on the floor of the Senate. As 
the Senator has said, after all, the Sen
ate has been debating this bill for several 
weeks, and the amendments which have 
been considered, of course, have been 
offered to the bill as reported by the 
committee. Until all action on amend
ments to that bill is completed and until 
the Senate knows whert.: it stands with 
respect to the amendments which 
already have been offered, it woul-d be 
utterly impossible for any Senator to 
offer a substitute bill. · 

Therefore, I think the Senator from 
Ohio does not take the proper att.itude 
when he ·says that the moment that an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
for the bill is offered and the moment 
that the Senator from Montana con.: 

·eludes his remarks ·Upon that amend
ment in the nature of. a substitute, he, 
the Senator from Ohio, will move that 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute be laid on the table. I do not 
believe that would be cricket, as we 
understand it in the Senate of the United 
States. 

If that attitude were adopted, Mr. 
President, I would not ·agree to any 
unanimous-consent agreement, even 
though I suggested a moment ago that 
I would agree; because, after all, this is 
a rather serious matter, and many Sen
ators have their own views and their own 
attitudes with regard to these questions. 
If the Senator from Montana desires to 
offer a substitute bill, he should have the 
right to offer it, and it should be debated 
on the floor of the Senate, without any 
question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
sure the Senator from Ohio committed 
an inadvertence when he stated that the 
Senator from Montana had joined with 
the Senator from Utah and the Senator 
from Florida in saying that he opposed 
the whole bill .and everything that per
tains to the subject of the bill, because 
he surely could not have overlooked what 
was said by authority of their written 
minority views, which was filed in the 
Senate about the time the majority re
port was filed, in which those three Sena
tors stated they favored everything rec
ommended by President Truman to the 

Congress in his message. ln addition 
to that, on pages 40 and 41 there were 
enumerated 6 or 8 or 10 various prov-i
sions of the bill under the heading 
''Chapter V. Acceptable provisions of the 
bill," which those Senators said they 
would accept, and they commended the 
majority for including them in the ma
jority bill. 

It has been a matter of consideration 
here for days as to whether there should 
be separate amendments offered to ob
jectionable parts of the bill, or whether 
there should be presented a concise and 
succinct substitute embodying an af
flrmative approach to the problem. I 
do not know of one Senator on this side 
of the aisle who has offered a single 
amendment to the bill. The whole time 
has been consumed on amendments of
fered by Senators on the majority side, 
and by members of the majority in the 
committee. Day after day amendments 
have been debated. There are Senators 
on this floor who have changed their 
minds, I have understood, since the bill 
has been under consideration, .and have 
determined to vote against the bill be
cause they saw amendments adopted to 
the original bill reported by the commit
tee which made them determine to op
pose the b111 as it was then presented to 
the Sena.te. 

Finally, because the Senator from 
Montana and a number of other Sena
tors on this side of the aisle have finally 
decid.ed that it would be best to present 
a milder bill than the one now before the 
Senate, a bill they thought might secure 
the approval of the President and of the 
country, and result in some legislation 
being adopted, they should not be casti
gated as being engaged in dilatory tac
tics. I am sure the Senator from Ohio 
did not really mean to say that those Sen-

. ators in their minority views had af
firmed their opposition to everything 
that pertained to legislation on the sub
ject of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. I meant to say exactly 
what I said. 

Mr. PEPPER. Then the Senator was 
wrong. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senators filed minori
ty views which, in effect, opposed every
thing in the bill. As a matter of cour
tesy to the Senate, if Senators intended 
to present a substitute bill, they should 
have presented it and had it printed so 
that we would have had some opportu
nity to vote on it today, inasmuch as 
Senators knew we were going to try to 
finish the amendments. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from Ohio 
if he does not realize that it would be 
impossible for us to determine what sub
stitute bill could be offered until after 
the amendments which have been under 
consideration the last several days had 
been accepted or rejected. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I cannot 
see what possible bearing the question of 
whether the amendments were adopted 
or not has on the · preparation of a sub
stitute bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. Ml'. President, one of 
the finest things I will always remember 
about the distinguished minority leader, 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK-
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LEY], who was the majority leader for 
many years after I came to the Senate, 
was that he could always pour oil on the 
troubled waters, and come up smiling 
when he failed · to accomplish what he 
wanted done. 

I think that we will not press the 
unanimous-consent request further this 
evening. We are taking uv valuable time 
we might spend on the consideration of 
the amendments. So, Mr. President, the 
unanimous-consent request not having 
been granted, we will proceed with the 
amendments as they are brought up. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nebraska has indicated 
that he is about to leave the fioor, and I 
wish to ask him a question. Is it the pur
pose of the Senator to have a session to
morrow? 

Mr. WHERRY. The purpose is not to 
have a session tomorrow. 

Mr. TAFT. I would have asked for a 
session tomorrow, but the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], 
the minority leader, has left the city to 
make a speech at Bowdoin College, in 
Maine at the request of the distinguished 
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE], the 
majority leader, and requested that we 
not have a session tom'orrow or have any 
votes, while he was away. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest that we now 
proceed in as orderly a manner as pos
sible,. every Senator remaining in the 
Chamber, to take up t}].e amendments. 

Mr. M·ccLELLAN. Mr. President, · I 
offer an amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 16, at the 
end of line 20, it is proposed to strike out 
the period and insert a colon and the fol
lowing: "Provided, That no language or 
provision of thi~ section is intended to 
nor shall it be construed ·or administered 
so as to abridge or interfere with the 
right of either employers or employees 
to freedom of speech as guaranteed by 
the first amendment to the Constitution 
·or the United States." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the amendment Is to attempt 
to say what I think every Member of 
Congress should truly mean, and that is 
no contravention of the Constitution. 
This amendment deals with one of the 
fundamentals of liberty, that is, freedom 
of speech. 

In the bill that has passed the House, 
as well as in the Senate committee bill, 
the one pending before us, an effort has 
been made more or less to limit and de
fine what restrictions shall be placed on 
freedom of expression as between em
ployers and employees, what speech 
should be regarded as an unfair labor 
practice. The House bill provides that 
it will not be an unfair labor practice to 
express "any views, argument, or opinion, 
or the dissemination thereof, whether in 
written, printed, grapbic. or visual form, 
if it does not by its own terms threaten 
force or economic reprisal." 

In other words, under the terms of 
the House text, unless the written or 
spoken words, by its terms, carry a threat 
of force or economic reprisal, then it 
would not constitute an unfair labor 
practice. 

Under the Senate committe bill it is 
provided that-

The Board shall not base any finding of 
unfair-labor practice upon any statement of· 
views or arguments, either written or oral, 
if such statement contains under all the 
circumstances no threat, express or implied, 
of reprisal or force, or offer, express or 
implied, of benefit. 

I am. concerned about that language, 
Mr . . President. I would like to see it 
strengthened. The language of the 
present law, the National Labor Rela
tions Act, has been so distorted by court 
decisions and by administrative decisions 
that freedom of speech has definitely 
been abridged and denied to many of our 
citizens.· 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I was wondering 

how this amendment would change the 
law. The highest law of the land, 
namely, the Constitution, is being cited 
in this amendment. If the same court 
is to construe this law which has been 
construing the Constitution, how can any 
change be effective? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, we 
may never get any change, but I would 
like in this bill, to emphasize the fact 
that it is not the intent of Congress and 
of the Senate by this legislation to in 
any way abridge freedom of speech, and 
that in my judgment has "Qeen the re-

. suit and the consequence of court de
cision and administrative decision in the 
past with respect to the present law. I 
call attention to the fact that the present 
law was not so restrictive as are the pro
visions that I have referred to · in the 
two measures. 

Mr. MORSE, Mr. TAFT, and Mr. 
FERGUSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from-Arkansas yield; and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield first to the 
Senator from Oregon. 
. Mr. MORSE. I want to say to the 
Senator from Arkansas that I am in com
plete agreement with the Senator from 
Michigan. We had in one of the com
mittee prints language .similar to that 
proposed by the Senator from_ Arkansas, 
but . it was decided, as I recall unani
mously, that it was unnecessary; because. 
of course, it would be impossible to enact 
any Jaw that could possibly be sustained, 
if it involved a violation of the first 
amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States. But so far as 1 am con
cerned-and I think it will be found that 
other members of the committee share 
this view-I am perfectly willing to ac
cept this amendment, if the Senator from 
Arkansas wishes to have it inserted in 
the bill. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. I appreciate the 
statement by the Senator from Oregon, 
and I will say to him that I do not wish 
to delete any language of the bill as it 
stands at present, but I would like to 
have this provision incorporated in the 
new law . . whether the court knows it or 
not, whether administrative officers will 
know it or not, every other citizen with 
common understanding and who can 
read the language will know that it was 

not the intent of Congress to deprive 
any citizen, either employer or employee, 
of a right guaranteed under the Consti
tution. 

Mr. TAFT . . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes; I will gladly 
yield. 

Mr. TAFI'. I should be very glad, so· 
far as I am concerned, to accept the pro
posal of the Senator. There will need to 
be negotiation and conference on the 
two provisions of the House and Senate 
bills, anyway. I think the Senator's sug
gestion is deserving of every considera
tion. If the Senator is willing, I think 
we might vote on the amendment. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I wondered if the Senator from Ar
kansas might feel that while the lan
guage he proposes in the amendment 
may be in the Constitution and may 
have been declared by the founders, it is 
possible it may have been overlooked 
from time to time by the Supreme Court, 
and he would just like to punch up their 
memory? · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena
tor. Permit me to say that I think this 
will reinforce the other language that is 
now· in either the House or ·senate bills, 
and it ought to have. at least. both a 
moral ~nd legal persuasion and influence 
on the courts and on the administrative 
officers to not strain the construction of 
the language so as to permit admints.:. 
tration by rule, by order, or by decision, 
or otherwise, that would actually in
fringe upon the liberty of speech guar
anteed by the Constitution. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President: 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I congratu

late the Senator upon his vigor in re
stating some of the fundamentals of 
American freedom and American per
sonal liberty. I will say that I fear from 
time to time, in my own mind, that they 
are too often forgotten in the rush anQ. 
press of kaleidoscopic things. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will say to the 
Senator that often the courts and ad
ministrative Officers undertake to declare 
the intent of Congress with respect to 
legislation, and I am trying to say now 
by this amendment that it is not the in
tent of Congress to infringe on the free
dom of speech guaranteed by the Con
stitution, and that we do not want this 
section either interpreted or admin
istered so as to do so. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield?-

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. I suggest a vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should be perfect
ly willing, Mr. President. I was merely 
emphasizing my views with respect to 
the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ar
kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk another amendment, 
which, I offer. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will state the amendment submitted by 
the SenA.tor from Arkansas. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on 
page 25, between lines 9 and 10, to in
sert the following: 

(h) No labor organization shall be certified 
as the representative of the employees if one 
or more of its national or international om-· 
cers, or one or more of the officers of the 
organization designated on the ballot taken 
under subsection (c), is or ever has been a 
member of the Communist Party or by reason 
of active and consistent promotion or sup
port of the policies, teachings, and doctrines 
of the Communist Party can reasonaiJly be 
regarded as being a member of or affiliated 
with such party, or believes in, or ts or ever 
bas been a member of or supports any or
ganization that believes in or teaches, the 
overthrow of the United States Government 
by force or by any lllegal or unconstitutional 
methods. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I shall not con
sume much time with respect to this 
amendment, which is lifted from a sec
tion of the House bill. The House bill, 
as passed some days ago. 

Mr. President, I think, as I said ear
lier this afternoon,· that most of Ameri
can labor, a great majority of union 
membership, are definitely fine Ameri
can citizens, whose patriotism, loya.Ity, 
and devotion to country can no more 
be questioned than can that of any 
Member of this body. But, Mr. Presi
dent, often, as Senators heard the plea 
made here this afternoon by the Sena-tor 
from Wisconsin, a small minority of 
Communists are able to infiltrate into 
these organizations, and by the processes 
under which they operate they are able 
to rise, and they have risen, in some 
unions to official positions. Therefore, 
those who are really Communists are 
not loyal to our country. If they rise to 
positions of power as officers in labor 
organizations, then, with the law that 
we enact, investing certain powers in 
labor organizations, such as the power 
of collective bargaining, and other powers 
and rights that we have legislated and 
invested in them, we are simply placing 
the power and authority and the sanc
tion of law behind men who are in those 
positions, giving them authority to bar
gain collectively, to deal with manage
ment of industry, and thus wield a great
er influence in the economic and political 
life of the Nation. We are simply giving 
authority to people who are not loyal to 
our Government, who will use that pow
er as Communists have demonstrated in 
the past they will use it, for the purpose 
of subversive work and for undermining 
the very fundamentals upon which this 
Government rests. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I want to perface 

my remarks by saying that no one is 
more opposed to communism than I am, 
but I want to ask some questions, for I 
am wondering how this kind of provision 
could be effectively enforced. I have al
ways belived that when Congress passes 
a law it should be susceptible of effec
tive enforcement. _As I read the amend
ment, if a man had ever been a Com
munist he never could become an officer . 
of a union, even though he had purged 

himself and had decided he had been 
wrong when he became a Communist.
He could never become an officer of ~ 
union even though he had become a loyal 
American citizen. 

My next point is that if he were a 
Communist, or had the attributes the 
am,mdment mentions, and could not hold 
office in a union, how would such a law 
be enforced? Would the Board be com
pelled to determine whether or not each 
officer of a union was or was not a 
Communist? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not think the 
Board would be compelled to make a 
det.ermination respecting each one, but 
where the issue was raised, where there 
was a challenge, then I think it would be 
the duty of the Board to make a deter
mination. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How would such a 
matter be brought before the Board? 
What would be the procedure to bring 
the question before the Board? · I find 
nothing in the · amendment respecting 
how the question should be brought be
fore the Board. · · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think the Board 
could inqujre into the matter upon its 
own volition. I do not think it would be 
necessary for the Board to inquire into 
the case of every officer, of course, but.it 
would. be like barring a Communis~ from 
working for the Government; when it 
was discovered that an individual was a 
Communist, of l.!ourse, he could be dis
charged. The Board is going to inquire 
into many issues which will be presented 
to it, such as many questions coming 
up respecting elections, respecting the 
proper collective :Jargaining agency, and 
other pertinent matters arising froni 
administration of the law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, Will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I . am entirely in 

sympathy with the Senator's position re
specting employment of Communists by 
the Government. I am opposed to them 
being employed by government. · The 
only difficulty is that we have never en
forced the rule against Communists. We 
have not put them out. We ought to 
start in government first. The · amend
ment, however, goes a little further t:tan 
that. It does not say that the man can
not hold the position. It says: 

No labor organization shall be certified as 
the ;. epresentative of the employees if one 
or more of its national or international offi
cers, or one or more of the officers of the or
ganization designated on the ballot taken 
under subsection (c), is or ever has been 
a meml'er of the Communist Party or by 
reason of active and consistent promotion or 
support of the policies and doctrine of the 
Communist Party-

And so forth. In other words,~ the 
Board could not certify any labor organi
zation if one of its officers was a Commu
nist. Is that correct? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Suppose, however, 

the certification were made. The cer
tification then would be bad, would be 
void, if it turned -out later that one of 
the officers was a Communist at the time 
the union was certified. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think that is true. 
I think it ought to be bad. That is what 
we are trying to provide, that it shall be 
bad. That is why I want to prohibit it, 
because it is bad. 

Mr. President, if we mean to keep our 
country truly A~erican, I do not believe 
we should tolerate conditions with re
spect to communism which now eXist. 
We ought not to expect a union to clean 
house of communism in its ranks when 
the Government itself by law recognizes 
Communist-dominated organizations, 
unions whose officers are Communists, 
and permit them to be certified as col-
lective-bargaining agents. · 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
some way could be conceived legally 
whereby a. court determination could be 
had, whereby the right of trial were 
granted, the right to make a defense, and 
a court determination then be had 
whether an individual charged with be
ing a Communist was in fact a Commu
nist, or came within the designation set 
forth in the words of the amendments, 
then I say such would be a proper rem
edy. After he had been found guilty of 
being a Communist then a judgment 
could be entered prohibiting such an in
dividual being an officer of a labor union 
and if he became . such an officer, the 
union could be forbidden to act. But 
should we go so far as to say that a man 
who ha.d ever had communistic tend
encies, or who ever had been a Com
munist, should never be able to redeem 
himself and become a good American cit
izen. I think that in America even the 
worst Communist ought to have the right 
to become an American citizen if he will 
eliminate from his heart and soul his 
Communist beliefs and activities. The 
trouble with the amendment is that such 
things are not provided for. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I appreciate the 
Senator's views. rn the House commit
tee, the provision was· offered as a com
mittee amendment to the House bill. 
After it was offered as a ·committee 
amendment the words "or ever has been" 
were added to it by amendment. Those 
words appear in two places in the amend
ment. There was considerable debate 
respecting the amendment to the amend
ment adding the words "or ever has 
been," when it was offered in the Hou~Se. 
I find from the record that the vote in 
the House, on a division in the Commit
tee of the Whole, was 153 for the amend
ment and.10 against. That over~helm
ing vote does-not mean that the provision 
is seund or wise or that it does not go 
too far. I simply mention how the House 
of Representatives felt about it. 

I agree with the Senator from Michi
gan. I dislike to condemn a man irrevo
cably if he has honestly repented. I 
would be very skeptical, however, in any 
case where a man had been a member 
of the Communist Party and a known 
Communist, and had followed that course 
very long, if he undertook to tell me later 
he had reformed. I do not say he could 
not reform. I do not say I never would 
have faith in him. But I would want 
more proof than simply his profession of 
reformation. 

Mr . . FERGUSON. I agree with the 
Senator. I would be very suspicious that 
such an individual haq reformed. · Still 
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! .should like to hold out for him the hope 
that he could redeem himself and be
come a worthy citizen, even though he 
had been an unworthy one. I feel that . 
we should not pass a bill which would 
not hold out such a hope. We ought to 
hold out some hope that if an individual 
did change he could become a worthy 
citizen and perform·· all the duties of a 
worthy citizen. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I agree with the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. President, I . modify the amend
ment I have offered, in line 5, on page 1, 
by striking out the words "or ever has 
been," and on page 2, line 2, by striking 
out the words "or ever has been." 

On page 1, line 7, after the word "poli
cies" I should like to strike out the word 
"teachings" and the comma. 

Mr. President, with these modifications 
I feel that the amendment ought to be 
adopted. I realiZe that if it is not adopted 
the conferees, of course, could · finally 
incorporate it in the bill. With the modi
fications I have now made in the amend
ment as it passed in the House. bill,Af 
the amendment is now agreed to there 
will be ·a provision in the law prohibiting 
the National Labor Relations Board from 
certifying as a bargaining agency -any 
union or organization headed by a Com
munist. If the bill finally becomes law, 

· this provision will be a part of the law. 
I believe that it ought to be a part of the 
law. I believe that the great majority 
-of laboring men and women.of this coun
try, if they could be here tonight and 
express themselves, would want the aid 
'of the Congress in helping them to rid 
their organizations of Communistic in
fluence, an influence which often they 
are unable to cope with or :fight against 
effectively unde~ the laws as ·they now 
are. 

I should like very much to see this 
'amendment agreed to as modi:fled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arkansas desire to' have his 
amendment read as modified? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment, as modified, will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 25, be

tween lines 9 and 10, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

(h) No labor organization shall be certified 
as the representative of the employees U 
one or more ot its national or International 
omcers, or one or more of the otftcers of the 
organization designated on the ballot taken 
under subsection (c), Is a member of the 
Communist Party or by reason of active and 
consistent promotion or support of the 
policies and doctrines of the Communist 
Party can reasonably be regarded as being 
a member of or atftliated with such party, 
or believes in, or is a member ot or sup
·ports any organization ·.,hat believes 1n or 
teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or by any Ulegal or 
unconstitutional methods. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. £Putting 
the question. J 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Brooka 
Buck 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
COoper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 

Hawkes Morse 
Hayden Murray 
Hlckenlooper Myers 
Hlll O'Conor 
Hoey O'Daniel 
Holland Overton 
Ives Pepper 
Jeuner Revercomb 
Johnson. Colo. Robertson, Wyo 
Johnston. S. c. Russell 
Kem Saltonstall 
Kilgore Smith 
Knowland Sparkman 
Langer Stewart 
Lodge Taft 
Lucas Taylor 
McCarran Thomas, Okla. 
McCarthy Thomas, Utah 
McClellan Thye 
McFarland Tydings 
McGrath Umstead 
McKellar Watkins 
McMahon Wherry 
Magnuson Wiley 
Malone Williams 
Martin Wllson 
Maybank Young 
Mllllk1n ' 
Moore 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
five Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question befo~e the Senate is on 
the amendment offered by the'· Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], as 
modified. [Putting the question. 1 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
tor a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
,greed to. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President. on be
behalf of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr • . EAsTLAND] and myself, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
1n the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

That title IV of the Servicemen's Read
Justment Act · of 1944 (relating t" employ
ment of . veterans 1 is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof a new seetlon reading as 
follows: 

,;SEC.- 608. No veteran (discharged or re
leased from the armed forces under honor
able conditions) shall be denied employ
ment because of membership · or nonmem
bership in or afDliation or nonatftllatlon with 
or resignation from a labor union, or because 
ot refusal to join or atftliate witl, a labor 
union; ~or shall any corporation or indi
vidual or association of any kind enter into 
any contract, written or oral, to exclude 
from employment any veterans who are 
members or nonmembers of a labor union 
or veterans who refuse to join a labor union, 
or because of resignation from a labor union; 
nor shall any veteran against his w1ll be 
compelled to pay dues to any labor organi
zation as a prerequisitE\ to or condition of 
employment. The rights of any veteran 
under this section may be enforced, upon 
his petition, by mandatory injunction or 
other suitable process by the diStrict court 
ot the United States (including the District 
Court of the United States for the District 
of Columbia) for the district in wruch the 
alleged violation or threatened violation of 
such rights occurred, or 1n which the veteran 
resides, and for such purpose process of the 
court . may be served at any place in the 
United States." 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, I have 
received many letters from veterans in 

my State · complaining that . when they 
apply for jobs they are not given a job 
nor an opportunity to earn a living with
out :first paying a fee to some labor union. 
Some of these letters indicate that the 
veterans thought that while they were 
:fighting for the freedom of American 
citizens they were defending freedom and 
liberty for themselves and their families, 
but now they think that inasmuch as 
they cannot even get a job by which to 
earn a living for their families, without 
paying tribute to someone else, they did 
not win the war. 

This amendment simply relieves all 
honorably discharged veterans from 
having to pay for the privilege of getting 
a job. 

I do not intend to take any more time 
of the Senate to ·explain this amendment, 
because it is as simple as it can be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. :The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. O'DANIELJ. . 

Mr. TAFI'. , Mr. President--
M.~.·. O'DANII!.:L. Mr. 17esident, I de

sire to ask for the yeas and nays on the 
question of agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not 
see how we can possibly write a special 
closed-shop provision · for veterans. I 
take it that is what the amendment would 
do. It seems to· me we have dealt fully 
with the closed shop in the debate on the 
b111 itself and in the debate on the Ball 
amendment and on the amendment of 
the Senator from Nevada. I do not be
lieve we should ad~Pt the amendment 
now proposed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Iws 
in the chair> . The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of tbe Senator 
from Texas. £Putting the question.) 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I ask for a division. 
On a division, the amendment was 

reJected. 
· Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr; President. I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment. 

Mr. TAFI'. Mr. President, a point of 
order--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is too 
late · to request the yeas and nays; a 
division has been had. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President,. I send 
to the desk an amendment which I now 
offer on behalf of myself and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], and I 
ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following new sections= 

SEC. -. It shall be unlawful for any per
son by the use of force or violence, or threat 
ot the use of force or violence, to prevent 
or to attempt to prevent any person from 
engaging in any lawfUl vocation. 

SEc. -. It shall be unlawful for .any per
son acting 1n concert with one or more other 
persons to assemble at or near any place 
where a labor dispute exists and by the use 
of force or violence, or threat of the use o:t 
force or violence, prevent or attempt to pre
vent any person from engaging in any lawful 
vocation, or tor any person to promote, en
courage, or aid any such assemblage at which 
such force or violence, or threat thereof, is 
so used. · .b.S used 1n this section, the term 
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"labor dispute" shall have the meaning ~·a
signed to it in section 2 (9) of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

SEc. -. Any person who violates any pro
vision of this act shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be imprisoned for not less than 1 
year nor more than 2 years. 

Srrc. - . If any provision of this act or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstance shall be held in valid, the 
·validity of the remainder of the act and the 
applicability of such provision to other per
sons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, . this 
amendment is what is known in Texas as 
the antiviolence bill. We enacted it in 
Texas just before I came to the Senate, 
while I was Governor of Texas; and I 
brought the bill with me when I came 
here and introduced it on the fixst day 
I w;,s in the Senate. I have kept it be
fore the Senate ever since, and have had 
the Senate vote · on it at various times 
since then. It simply makes it a felony 
for anyone-either an employ-ee, an em
ployer, an outsider, or anyone else-to 
use force or violence or to threaten to 
use force or violence. 

We have indicated that we would like 
to eliminate force and violence through
out· the world, thus it appears to me that 
we might begin by eliminating. it here at 
home. 

Therefore, I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·.The 
question is on agreeing to the am,endment . 
offered by the Senator from Texas, on 
behalf of himself and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, it seems to 
me that in the first part of the ~mend
ment which was adopted we take care of 
the unfair labor practice covered by this 
amendment. We do so by , providing 
that it shall be an unfair labor practice 
for a union to coerce or attempt to coerce 
or use threats of force against any mem
ber who desires to work. 

Mr. President, the wording of this 
amendmeht seems to me rather · broad: 

It shall be unlaWful for any person by the 
use "' of force or violence, or threat of the 
use of force or violenc.e, to prevent _or to 
attempt to prevent any person from engag
ing in any lawful vocation. 

I do not believe· any draftsman of 
criminal law or any person who was 
charged with the enforcement of crimi
nal law would use such broad language. 

Furthermore, I do not understand the 
effect of such a provision. As I under
stand the present situation, the penalty 
has been removed. So it :>eems to me 
the amendment wopld do no more than 
provide that such action would be an un
fair labor practice which would be very 
much along the lines of what we worked 
out carefully in the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Texas 
for himself and the Senator from Mis
sissippi. [Putting the question. l 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I ask for a division. 
On a division, the amendment was re-

jected.. '--
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The· 

bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. MURRAY obtained the floor. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? · 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I send to the desk an 

amendment, which I offer and ask to . 
have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 51, line 15, 
after the word "emP.loyer", it is proposed 
to insert a comma and the following: 
"and/ or shall take a secret ballot of the· 
voting stockholders of each such em
ployer (or if any such employer is an 
unincorporated association or partner
ship, of the members of such association 
or partnership) on the question of 
whether they wish to accept the final 
offer of settlement made by the emploY
ees of such employer or their r.epresent-
atives." · 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President under 
sections 206 to 210 of the bill, the Attor
ney General, the various district courts, 
the Federal Mediation Service, the Pres
ident of the United States, and the Con
gress would all be participating in the 
handling of labor disputes. 

I believe that the handling of labor 
disputes should be concentrated in a sin
gle agency. Diffusion of responsibility 
would confuse the handling of these im
portant matters, and would complicate, 
confuse, and delay settlement. 

I sincerely question the wisdom of in
jecting the . Attorney General, a prose
cuting attorney, into a labor dispute. I 
feel that this action in itself would irri
tate existing labor-management rela
tions, and would · prove. to be harmful 
rather than helpful in the peaceful solu-
tion of the controversy. · 

Section 209 <b>, which provides for the 
secret ballot to be taken by the National 
Labor Relations Board to - determine 
whether the employees wish to accept 
the final offer of settlement made by the 
employer, is, to me, particularly objec
tionable. It carries the suggestion or 
implication that in all cases the em
ployees or those who represent the em
ployees: are the adamant parties and 
always in the wrong. In all justice and 
in all fairness, if the National Labor Re
lations Board is to be required to pre
sent a proposition to the employees, · I 
feel that the Board should be required to 
present the union's proposal ,to the 
shareholders of a company or a corpo.; 
ration. 

The United States Conciliation Serv
ice, experienced in the ·field of labor
management relations, has on numerous 
occasions been confronted with the 
situation ·where a union proposal, re
jected by a representative of the cOTpo
ration or perhaps an attorney from the 
outside representing the corporation, 
might have very well been declared ac
ceptable by the shareholders of the com
pany or corporation, had the union's 
proposal been presented in the true light· 
for their consideration and acceptance. 
This amendment is for the purpose of 
correcting the basic defect in section-
209 (b). 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
amendment simply requires that inas
much as they are asked to take a vote 
of the entire membership of the union, 

to ascertain whether they will accept the 
last offer · of the employer, they shall be 
asked to contact all the shareholders, to 
ascertain whether they are willing to 
accept the last offer of the union. I 
think that would only be fair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is. on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
TAYLOR]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute intended to be pro
posed to the pending bill on behalf of 
myself, the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEz], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GRE·EN], the Senator from· 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sena
tor from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG
NUSON], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. MYERS], the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. TAYLOR], the Senator ·from Rhode 
Island [Mr. McGRATH], and the Senator 
from FJorida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator desire to have the amendment 
read by the clerk? 

Mr, MURRAY. No, Mr. President; but 
I should like to have it printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER . .- Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD without reading. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment proposed by Mr. MURRAY for him
self and other Senators was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

':.:'ITLE I-MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES . 

AFFECTING COMMERCE 

SEc. 101. It is the policy of the United 
States that- · 

(a) sound and stable industrial peace and 
t}+e adv~ncement of the general welfare, 
health, and safety of the ~ation and of the 
best interests of employers and employees 
can most satisfactorily be secured by the 
settlement of issues between employers and 
employees through the processes of confer
ence and collective bargaining between em
ploy~rs and the representatives of their em-
ployees; · 

(b) the settlement of issues between em
ployers and employees through collective 
bargaining may be. advanced by making 
available full anll adequate governmental 
facilities for concil1ation, mediation and 
voluntary arbitration to aid and encourage 
employers and the representatives of their 
employees to reach and maintain agreements 
concerning rates of pay, hours, and working 
conditions, and to make all reasonable efforts 
to settle their di~erences by mutual agree
ment reached through conferences and col
lective bargaining or by such methods as may 
be provided for in any applicable agreement 
for the settlement of.disputes; and 

(c) certain controversies which. arise be
tween parties to collective-bargaining agree
ments may be avoided or minimized by mak
ing available full and adequate governmental 
facilities for furnishing assistance to . em
ployers and the representatives of their em
ployees in formulating for inclusio· within 
such agreements provision for adequate no
tice of any proposed changes i.n the terms 
of such agreements, for the final adjustment 
of grievances or questions regarding the-Ap
plication or interpretation of such agree
ments, and· other provisions designed to pre
vent the subsequent arising of such contro
versies. 
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SEc. 102.. (a) It shall be the duty of the 

United States Conciliation Service established 
pursuant to section 8 of the act entitled 
"An act to create a Department o{ Labor,'' 
approved March 4, 1913 (hereinafter referred 

_ to as the "Conciliation Service"), in order 
to carry out the above policy and -prevent or 
minimize interruptions of the free flow of 
commerce growing out of labor disputes, to 
assist parties to labor disputes in industries 
affecting commerce to settle such disputes 
through conciliation and mediation. 

(b) The Secretary of Labor may, in his dis
cretion, proffer the services of the Concili
ation Service in any labor dispute in any 
industry ~ffecting commerce, either upon his 
own motion or upon the request of one or 
more of the parties to the dispute, whenever 
in his judgment such dispute threatens to 
cause a substantial interruption to com
merce. The Director and the Service are 
directed to avoid attempting to mediate dis
putes which would have only a minor effect 
on interstate commerce if State or other con
ciliation services are available to the parties. 
Whenever the Secretary of Labor does proffer 
its services in any such dispute, it shall be 
the duty of the Conciliation Service promptly 
to put itself in communication with the 
parties and to use its best efforts, by media
tion and conciliation, to bring them to 
agreement. 

(c) If the Conciliation Service is not able 
to bring the parties to agreeme:qt by media
tion or conciliation within a reasonable time, 
it shall seek to induce the parties voluntarily 
to submit the controversy to arbitration: 
Provided, That the failure or refusal of either 
party to agree to arbitration shall not be 
deemed to be a violation of any duty or ob
ligation imposed by this act. Upon the re
quest of the parties to the dispute the Con
ciliation Service shall cooperate with the 
parties in formulating an agreement for the 
arbitration of the dispute, in selecting an ar
bitrator or arbitrators, and in making such 
other arrangements and in taking such other 
action as may be necessary to provide for the 
arbitration of the dispute. When any labor 
dispute in an industry affecting commerce 
is submitted to arbitration pursuant to the 
suggestion of the Conc111ation Service under 
this subsection, the Conciliation Service, at 
the request of the parties to the arbitration
proceeding, shall pay so much of the compen
sation of the arbitrator or arbitrators and of 
the cost of reporting and preparing the tran
script of the proceedings as does not exceed 
$500 in the aggregate in any one case. Any 
member of the Concillation Service and any 
officer or employee of the Conciliation Service 
designated by the Conciliation Service is au
thorized to take acknowledgments of agree
ments to arbitrate. 

(d) The. Conciliation Service is authorized 
to furnish to employers, employees, and other 
public and private agencies, information con
cerning the practieability and desirabllity of 
establishing suitable agencies and methods 
to aid in the settlement of labor disputes by 
mediation, concillation, arbitration, and 
other peaceful means, whether or not such 
disputes are in industries affectin·g com
merce; and the Conciliation Service is fur
ther authorized, upon request, to furnish 
assistance in establishing and administering 
such agencies and methods and in the con
ciliation and mediation and arbitration of 
such disputes,. subject to .the provisions of 
subsection (c) of this section with respect 
to payment of the {)OSts of arbitration by the 
Conciliation Service. 

SEC. 103. (a) Disputes -fn any industry af
fecting commerce between an employee or 
group of employees or their representatives, 
and an employer or employers or their repre
sentatives, growing out of the interpretation 
or application of any collective-bargaining 
agreement concerning rates of pay, hours, or 
conditions of employment, including cases 
pending and unadjusted on the date of ap-

proval of this act, shall be determined in ac
cordance with the procedure provided in such 
agreement for the disposition of such dis
putes. Where there is no agreement con
cerning procedure with respect to such dis
putes or where the agreement does not pro
vide for final and binding arbitration of such 
disputes, and the parties fail to reach an ad
justment in accordance . with the procedure 
provided for in the agreement, any such dis
pute may be referred by petition of the 
p~rties or either party to the Director of the 
United States Conciliation Service. 

(b) The Director of the United States 
Concillation Service, or his authorized repre
sentative. shall thereupon offer, with the 
consent of the parties, to attempt to con
ciliate the dispute. If either party refuses to 
accept such offer, or if after acceptance con
ciliation shall be unsuccessful, the Director, 
or his authorized representative, shall make 
available to the parties a roster of arbitrators 
from which the parties shall designate one or 
more, but not more than three, arbitrators 
to arbitrate the dispute. In the event the 
parties are unable to agree upon a selection 
of an arbitrator or arbitrators from such 
roster the Dire~tor shall designate an arbi
trator or arbitrators who shall arbitrate the 
dispute. 

(c) In any case arising under this act in 
which an agreement between the . parties 
provides for final and binding arbitration 
by one or more arbitrators and the parties, 
or the arbitrators appqinted by the parties, 
are unable to agree upon the designation of 
one or more arbitrators. the Director of the 
United States Conciliation Service shall, 
upon the request of either party, designate 
an arbitrator or arbitrators, as the case may 
be, to arbitrate the dispute. 

(d) In any case in which an arbitrator is 
designated by the Director of the United 
States Conciliation Service, the parties shall 
be given a hearing upon not less than 5 days' 
notice, at which they shall be accorded full 
opportunity to be heard and to present their 
case in person, by counsel, or by such other 
representative as they may respectively elect. 

(e) All testimony before any arbitrator 
designated by ~he Director of the Unite~ 
States Conciliation Service shall be given 
under oath or affirmation, and any arbitrator 
thus designated shall have the power to ad
minister oaths and affirmations, examine 
witnesses and receive evidence, and to re
quire the attendance of witnesses and the 
production of such books, papers, contracts, 
agreements, and other data as may be deemed 
material to the dispute. Such attendance of 
witnesses and production of evidence may be 
required from any place tn the United States, 
or Territory or poesession thereof, and the 
arbitrator may, for that purpose, request the 
clerk of the district court of the United 
States for the district wherein said arbitra
tion is being conducted to issue any neces
sary subpenas, and, upon such request, the 
said clerk or hJ,s duly authorized deputy shall 
be, and hereby is, authorized, and it shall be 
his duty to issue any such subpena. In the 
event of the failure of any such person to 
comply with ·any such subpena, or in the 
event of the contumacy of any witness ap
pearing before such arbitrator, the -said arbi
trator may invoke the aid of the United States 
courts to compel witnesses to attend and tes
tify and to produce such books, papers, con
tracts, agreements, and documents to the 
same extent and under the same conditions 
and penalties as provided for in the act to 
regulate commerce approved February 4, 
1887, and the amendments thereto. Any 
witness appearing before such arbitrator or 
arbitrators shall receive the same fees and 
mileage as witnesses 1n the United States 
court, to be paid by the party securing the 
subpena. 

(f) The arbitrator or arbitrators shall fur
nish a certified copy of the award to the 

parties to the dispute and shall transmit the 
original and two copies thereof to the Secre
tary of Labor. to be included in the file re
quired to be maintained pursuant to section 
401 (a) of this act. 

(g) Any difference arising between the 
parties as to the meaning or application of 
the provisions of the award m'ade by the 
arbitrator, or arbitrators, pursuant to the 
provisions of this· act, shall be referred for a 
ruling to the arbitrator or arbitrators who 
rendered the award; and such ruling when 
certified in the same manner, and trans
mitted in the same fashion as provided in 
subsection (f) of this section, shall be a part 
of and have the same force and effect as the 
original award. 

(h) The award shall be final and conclu
sive on the parties as to the merits and facts 
of the dispute submitted to arbitration, un
less within 10 days after the award is made 
a petition to impeach the award, on the 
grounds hereinafter set forth, shall be filed 
with the clerk of the district court of the 
United States in the district wherein the 
dispute arose. A party desiring to enforce 
such award after such 10-day period has ex
pired may file with the clerk of such district 
court a certified copy of the award and the 
court shall thereupon have jurisdiction to 
enforce the award in the same manner as a 
judgment entered in such court. 

(i) Petitions for the impeachment of any 
award so filed shall be entertained by the 
court only on one or more of the following 
grounds: 

(1) An arbitrator rendering the award was 
guilty of fraud or corruption; or (2) a party 
to the arbitration practiced fraud or corrup
tion, which rraud or corruption affected the 
result of the arbitration: Provided, however, 
That no petition on the ground that an 
award is invalid for uncertainty shall be 
entertained, and in such case the proper 
remedy shall be the resubmission of the 
award to the arbitrator or arbitrators for 
interpretation: Provided further , That each 
such award, when contested as herein pro
virted, shall be construed liberally, with a 
view to favoring its validity, and no award 
shall be set aside for trivial irregularity or 
clerical error, going only to form and not to 
substance. 

(j) At the expiration of 10 days from the 
decision of the district court upon the peti- ' 
tion filed as aforesaid, final judgment shall 
be entered by the court in accordance with 
said decision, unless during said 10 days either 
party shall appeal therefrom to the circuit_ 
court of appeals of the United States or the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 
In such case onJy such portion of the record 
shall be transmitted to the appellate court 
as is necessary to the proper understanding 
anq consideration of the questions of law 
presented by said petition and to ·be decided. 

(k) The determination of the appellate 
court upon the questions submitted to it 
pursuant to subsection (j) of this section 
shall be final, and when certified by the clerk 
thereof to the district court from whose de
cision the petition was filed, Judgment pur
suant thereto shall thereupon be entered by 
said district court. 

(1) If the petitiop.er's contentions are sus
tained, judgment shall be entered setting 
aside the a ward in whole or, if the parties so 
agree, in part; but in such case the parties 
may agree upon a judgment to be entered 
disposing of the subject matter in contro
versy, which judgment when entered shall 
have the same force and effect as judgment 
entered upon an award. 

(m) In any case in which an arbitration 
is had pursuant to subsection (b) of this 
section, the cost of arbitration shall be borne 
by the party against whom the award Is 
made, or where the award is not made·against 
any party, in such manner as the arbitrator 
shall determine, subject to the provisions 
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of section 103 (c) of this title with respec-t 
to payment of such· costs by the Conciliation 
Service. 

SEc. 104. The Secretary of Labor, through 
the Conciliation Service, is authorized to pro
pose to the parties. to any labor dispute which 
threatens a substantial interruption of op
erations in an industry basic to the national 
economy that an impartial emergency board 
of inquiry be appointed to investigate and 
report to the Secretary of Labor its find
ings of fact and recommendations with re
spect to the dispute, and to appoint such a 
board where the parties have agreed thereto 
or, in his discretion, when the parties so 
request. Any emergency board appointed 
pursuant to this section shall submit . .its re
port and recommendations, if any, to the 
Secretary within 30 days after the appoint-. 
ment of the board, except that this time ~ay 
be extended by agreement of the parties with 
the approval of the Secr~tary~ The ''Secre
tary shall publish the report and recom
mendations of any board so appointed. 

SEc. 105. (a) There is hereby created in 
the Department of Labor a committee to be 
known as the Labor-Management Advisory 
Ccmmittee (hereinafter called the "Com
mittee"), compqeed of not less than two nor 
more than five representatives of labor, and 

. a like number of representatives of manage
ment, who shall be appointed by the 'Secre
tary of Labor from lists of nominees . sub
mitted to him by national labor and manage
ment associations. Members of the Commit-. 
tee shall receive compensation at the rate of 
$50 a day for each day actually spent on the 
business of the Committee, together with 
necessary travel and subsistence expenses, or 
per diem allowance in lieu thereof, in ac
cordance with applicable provisions of law. 
The Director of the Conciliation Service shall 
serve as Chairman of the Committee. 

(b) A vacancy in the Committee shall not 
impair the authority of the remaining mem
bers to perform the functions of the Com
mittee and two-thirds of the Committee shall 
at all times constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business. 

(c) The Committee may, from time to 
time, adopt, amend, and rescind such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary for the 
performance of its functions. . . 

(d) The Committee sball meet at such 
times and places as may be designated by 
the Chairman upon reasonable notice to the 
members thereof, and in addition at such 
times and · places as may be designated in 
apprepriate regulations prescribed -bY the 
Committee, but in any event not less often 
than once a month. 

(e) The Committee shall make an annual 
report to Congress, through the Secretary of 
Lal>or, of its activities and the state. of in
dustrial relations in the United States. 

SEc. 106. The functions of the Committee 
shall be-

(a) to advise with the Secretary of Labor 
and the Director of the Conc111ation Service 
upon major questions of pollcy arid adminis
tration affecting the work of the Service; . 

(b) to prepare and maintain rosters of 
leading representatiVes· of labor a~d , man
agement, who may be called upon from time 
to time by the Director of the Conciliation 
Service to serve on tripartite panels in in
dividual cases; 

(c) to conduct regional, area, State, local, 
or industry-wide conferences. with leading 
representatives of management and labor, 
Federal, State, and local officials or inter
ested civic groups and organizations, for the 
purpose of promoting voluntary collective 
bargaining and encouraging management 
and labor to develop methods and procedures 
to facllitate the settlement of disputes be
tween them; 

(d) to keep itself currently informed;as to 
the state of industrial relations through_out 
the United States. · 

SEC. 107. The Secretary of Labor shall ap
point such regional, State, local, or other 
labor-management advisory committees as 
may be necessary or appropriate in the ad
ministration of this act. The membership of 
such committees shall consist of equal num
bers of labor and management representa
tives, chosen by the Secretary from lists of 
nominees submitted by the National Com
mittee, and a public member, who shall be 
chairman, appointed by the Secretary. Mem
bers of such regional, State, local, or other 
committees shall serve without compensa
tion, but shall receive necessary travel and 
subsistence expenses or per diem allowance 
in lieu thereof at a rate not exceeding $50 
per day when actually engaged. in the work 
of such committees. Such committees shall 
have authority to adopt, amend, or rescind 
such rules and regulations, not inconsistent 
with the regulations of the National Com
mittee) as may be necessary t.o the perform
ance of their functions. 

SEc. 108. Nothing contained in this title 
shall be applicable to any employer or em
ployee subject to the Railway Labor Act,_ es 
amended. 

SEc. 109. When ·used in this title-
(a) The term "commerce" means trade, 

traftlc, commerce, transportation, or com-
. munication among the f?eVeral Stat_es, or he
tween the District of Columbia or any Terri
tory, or between any foreign country ~nd any 
State, Territory~ or the District of Colum
bia, or within the District of Columbia or 
any Territory or between points in the same 
State but through any other State or any 
Territory or the District of Columbia or any 
foreign country; 

(b) The. term "industry affe.cttng com
merce" means any industry or activity in 
commerce or in which a labor dispute ·would 
burden or obstruct, or tend to burden or ob
struct, commerce or the free flow of com
merce; 

(c) The term "labot; dispute" includes any 
disagreement, or any d!spute, concerning 
terms, tenure, or conditions of employment, 
regardless of whether the contestants or .dis
putants stand in the proximate relation of 
employer and employee; : 

(d) The -term "employer" includes any per
son acting in the interest of an employer, di
rectly or indirectly, but shall not include the 
United States, or any State or political sub
division thereof, or any labor orga:nization 
(other than whe'l acting as an employer) , 
or anyone acting in the capacity of oftlcer or 
agent of such labor organization; , 

(e) The term "employee" shall include 
any employee, and shall not be limited · to 
the employees of a particular employer, and 
except as otherwise speclflcally provided in 
this act shall include any individual whose 
work has ceased as a consequence of, or in 
connection with, any current labor dispute 
or because of any unfair labor practice, within 
the meaning of section 8 of the National 
Labor Relations Act and who has not ob
tained any other regular and substantially 
equivalent emp_Ioyment, but shall not include 
any individual einpl_s>yed as an agricultural 
labarer, .or in the domes.tic service of any 
family or person at his home, or anv indi
vidual employed by his parent or spouse. 

(f) The term "representative" includes any 
individual or labor organization; 

(g) The term "labor organization" means 
any organization of any kind, or any agency 
or employee representation committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in w11ole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or conditions of 
work; 

(h) The term "person" includes any em
' player, employee, employee representative, 

oi" labor organization. 
.I ' ~ .} 

'.l'lTLE II-AMENDMENT 01' NATIONAL LABOB 
RELATIONS ACT 

The National Labor Relations Act (49· Stat. 
449) is amended as follows: · 

SEc. 201. (a) Paragraph. (1) of section 2 of 
such act is amended to read as follows: 

"(1) The term "person" includes one or 
more individuals, labor organizations, part
nerships, associations, corporations, legal rep
resentatives, trustees, trustees in bankruptcy, 
or receivers." 

(b) Paragraph (2) of such section 1S 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof a colon and the following: 
"Provided . That for the purposes of section 9 
(b) hereof, the term 'employer' shall not in
clude a group of employers except where such 
employers have associated themselves to
gether for the purposes of collective bar-
gaining." · 

(c) Subsection (3) of section 2_1s amendeq 
by changing the period at the end thereof to 
a comma and adding the words "or any em
ployee subject to the Railway Labor Act." 

(d) Section 2 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subsection " ( 12) " to read 
as follows: 

"(12) The term 'supervisor' means any in-
dividual having authority, in the interest of 
the employer Y<> hire, trq.nsfer, suspend, lay 
off, recall, promote, discharge, assign, reward, 
or discl'pline other employees, or to adjust 
their grievances, or effecttv.ely to recommend 
such action if in connection with the fore
going the exercise of such authority ·is not 
of a merely routine or clerical nature, but 
'requires the use of independent judgment." 

SEc. 202. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 8 
of such act is ·amended by inserting }lefore 
the period at the end. of such paragraph a 
colon and the following: "Provided, That the 
Board shall not base any finding of unfair 
labor practice upon any statemer:t of views 
or arguments, either written or oral, 1f such 
statement contains under all the circum
stances no threat, express or implied, of re
prisal or force, or offer, express or impliedj 
of· benefits." 

(b) Paragraph (2) of section 8 of such ac.t 
tR amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof a comma and the following: 
"or from adopting nondiscriminat-ory· rules 
forbidding union activity by employees on 
company time and property which interferes 
with the business of the employer." 

(c) Paragraph· (4) of such subsection 1S 
amended by inserting before the word "tes
timony" the words "statements or." 

(d) Subsection (5) of section 8 of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act is amended by 
changing the period at the end thereof to a 
comma and adding the following: ''Provided, 
That it shall be a defense in any proceeding 
based on any charge that an employer has 
refused to bargain collectively with a repre
sentative of supervisory employees that such 
representative is a labor organization which 
(a) represents nonsupervisory as well as su-

-pervisory employees, or (b) is aftllfated· with 
' or subject to the control of a labor organiza
tion representing nons~per.visory employees." 
· (e) -Section· a is further ame-nded by in
serting after the section number the letter 
(a), and by adding at the end thereof the 
following .new subsection: 

"(b) It shall be an unfair-labor practice for 
a labor organiZation. or its agents-

" ( 1) to- restrain or coerce· an employer in 
the selection of his representatives for the 
purposes of collective bargalnh.g; 

"(2) to expel any employee from member
ship in any labor orgn.n1Zati n holding a 
contract with his employer which requires 
membership in such labor organization as 
a condition of employment, because such 
employee has engaged in activity on behalf 
of another labor organization at a time when 
a question concerning representation may 

~appropriately be raised;· or ' to ' persuade -or 
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attempt to·persuade hf.S employer to discrim
inate against such employee; 

"(3) whenever· the Board, pursuant to 
section 9 ( c i of this act, has certified any 
person or labor organization (not established, 
maintained, or assisted by any action de
fined in the act as an unfair labor practice) 
as representative of employees, by strike, 
boycott, or other concerted activity or threat 
thereof, to induce or require or attempt 
to induce or require the employer of such 
employees to recognize or bargain collectively 
with any person or labor organization other. 
tha~ such certified representative in vio
lation of his duty under the act to bargain 
exclusively with such certified representa
tive." 

SEc.· 203. (a) Subsection (aj of section 9 
of such act is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof a comma and 
the following: "and to adjust such griev
ances without the intervention of the bar
gaining representative, if after notification 
such representative does not indicate a de
sire to participate in such adjustment." 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "Any party in interest, Jnclud
lng an employer, may request. such an in
vestigation. The Board shall not proceed 
on the request of an employer unless it 

· appears ( 1) that one or more persons or labor 
organiZations haye made a clahn to be rec
og>ized as the representative within the 

; Jlleanl.p.g .qf subsection (a)' and (2) where a 
. labor organization has been recognized by 
con:tra<}t as .. th~ exclusive bargaining repre-
sentative; that there is a bona fide doubt 

.- ~hat such labor organization is the repre
-~ sentative · 'within the meaning of subsection 
: (a) apd tl;le request is filed with the Board 
. at least 30 days prior to the expiration of 
. such con trac~." _ 

, (c) Subsection (c) of section 9 of the Na-
. tlon~l Labor Relations Act is amended by 
changing the period at the end of the first 
sentence to a comma and inserting the fol
lowing: "except that w~ere the Board, upon 

. objection by the employer involved in any 

.representation proceeding to the certification 
of a labor organiZation as bargaining repre
sentative Of supervisory employees, and after 
investigation, finds that auch organization 
(a) represents nonsupervisory as well as 
supervisory employees, or (b) is flftUlated with 
or subject to the control of a labor organiza
tion representing' nonsupervisory employees, 
the Board shall not certify such organization 
as bargaining representative of the super
visory employees of such employer." 

SEc. 204. (a) Subsection (a) of se.ction 10 
of such act is amended by inserting before 
th:e period at the end thereof a colon and 
the following: ''Provided, That the Board 
is empowered, by agreement with any age~cy 
of any State or :rerritory, to con~ede to such 
agency jurisdiction over any cases arising in 
Industries not basic to. the national economy 
even though such cases may involve labor 
disputes affecting commerce." 

(b) Section 10 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new subsection (J) to read 
as follows: 

"(J) An order of the Board shall become 
final within 60 days after issuance, unless a 
petition to review such order has been sooner 
filed in an appropriate circuit court of ap
peals, but the Board may thereafter modify 

·or set aside ·its order as provided in subsec
tion (d) of 'this section, or may, in Its gis
cretlon, extend the time · within which such 
order shall become final." 
TITLE m-UNJUSTIFIABLE SECONDARY BOYCOTTS 

AND JURISDICTIONAL DISPUTES 

SEC. SOL Work stoppages caused by Juris
dictional disputes concerning the allotment 
of work tasks, and s~cpndary boycotts hav
ing as their objectives the furtherap.ce of 
Jurisdictlo~al disputes, cause burdens ·and 
obstructions to commerce which are not 

justified by the purposes and ends which 
such actions are designed to promote. It is 
accordingly declared to be the policy of the 
United State's to eliminate the burdens and 
obstructions to interstate and foreign com
merce caused by secondary boycotts when 
used to further jurisdictional disputes and 
by work stoppages caused by jurisdictional 
disputes concerning the allotment of work 
tasks. 

SEc. 302. When used in this title-
(a) The terms "person," "employer," "em

ployee," "labor organization," "commerce," 
"affecting commerce," and "National Labor 
Relations Board" shall have the same mean
Ing a:s in section 2 of the National Labor 
Relations Act ( 49 Stat. 449) , as amended. 

(b) The term "secondary boycott" means a 
concerted refusal ot employees of one em
ployer to produce, manufacture, transport, 
distribute, or otherwise work on the articles, 
materials, goods, or commodities manufac
tured, produced, or distributed by another 
employer. 

(c) The term "Jurisdictional dispute" 
means---

( 1) a dispute between two or more labor 
organizations (not established, maintained, 
or assisted by · any action defined in the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
as an unfair labor practice 1 concerning the 
representation of employees for the purpose 
of collective bargaining in respect to rates 
of pay, wages, hours of employment, or other 
conditions of employment; or 

(2) a dispute between two or more labor 
organizations (not establlshed, maintained, 
or assisted by , any action defined ,in the Na
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended, as 
an unfair labor practice) as to the right to 
perform particular work tasks for particular 
employers . 

SEC. SOS. (a) It shail be unlawful for any 
person to Induce employees to engage in a 
secondary boycott to further a jurisdictional 
dispute affecting commerce. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any labor or
ganiZation involved in a jurisdictional diS
pute as defined in section 302 (c) (2) of this 
title, affecting commerce. to attempt, by 
means of a concerted refusal to produce, 
manufacture, process, distribute, or other
wise work on the goods, articles, or commodi
ties manufactured, produced, or distributed 
by the employer involved in such dispute, to 
require such employer to allot such work 
tasks to it. 

SEc. 304. (a) Violation of the provisions 
of this title shall be deemed to be an unfair 
labor practice within the meaning of the 
'National Labor Relations Act, as amended: 
'The National Labor Relations Board shall 
.have exclusive jurisdiction in accordance 
·wtth and subject to the provisions of sub
sections (b) through (i) of section 10 of the 
National Labor Relations Act and subsection 
(a) of this section, to prevent any persons 
from engaging In any such unfair labor prac
tice affecting commerce. 

(b) Whenever it is charged that any per
son has violated the provisions of section 303 
(b) of this title, the National Labor Relations 
Board Is authorized and directed to hear and 
determine the dispute out of which such un
fair labor practice is alleged to have arisen 
or to appoint an arbitrator to hear and deter
mine such dispute, unless, within 30 days 
after notice . that such charge has been filed, 
the parties to the dispute submit to the 
Board : satisfactory evidence that they have 
adjusted, or. agrE'ed upon . methods for the 
voluntary adjustment of, the dispute. At 
any time after the expiration .of such 30 days 
and -prior to the issuance of a final order or 
award, 1f the Bo41"d finds that it is in the 
public interest, the parties may voluntarily 
adjust -or ,agree _upon methods for . adjust
ment of the dispu~ . . Upon .vol~tary ad
justment in accordance with these provi
sions, or upon compliance by the parties 

· with ;;he deciSion of the Board, or ihe award 
· of the arbitrator, the charge shall be dis

missed. The award of the arbitrator shall 
be deemed a final order Lf the Board, within 
the meaning of section 10 of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

SEC. 305. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed so as to ·(1) interfere with, impede, 
or diminish in any way the right to strike 
except as otherwise herein specifically pro
vided; (2) require an individual to render 
labor or service without his consent; or (3) 
interfere with the right of employees to en
gage in secondary boycotts for purposes other 
than those specified in section 303 of this 
title. 
TITLE IV-PUBLIC INFORMATION CONCERNING 

COLLECTIVE-.BARGAINING AGREEMENTS, LABOR 
UNIONS, AND EMPLOYERS' ASSOCIATIONS 

SEc. 401. (a) For the guidance and infor
mation of interested representatives of em
ployers, employees, and the general public, 
employers engaged in any industry affecting 
commerce who are parties to collective labor 
agreements shalJ file with the Secretary of 
Labor no later than SO days after the exe
cution of such documents, ( 1) copies . of all 
such collective-bargaining agreements, (2) 
copies of arbitration awards in labor disputes 
to which such employers · have been parties, 
and (3) all agreements to which such em
ployers are parties, reached as a result of 
mediation, conclllation, or arbitration. The 
Secretary of Labor .shall maintain a file of 
such agreements and awards, and such file 
shall be open to inspection under appropriate 
conditions prescribed by hini . 

(.b) The Bureau of Labor Statistics in the 
Department of Labor shall be · equipped and 
1s authorized to furnish upon request of the 
United States ConcUlation Service or em
ployers, employees, or their representatives, 
any information developed · from ' the file of 
collective-bargaining agreements or awards 
submltte,d to the Secretary of Labor, and such 
additional generalized data and factual in
formation as may aid in the settlement of 
any· labor dispute: Provided, That nothing 
herein shall require the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics to furnish any specific data or 
factual information submitted to the Bureau 
in confidence. 

SEc. 402. (a) Section 54 of tnc ll.ternal 
Revenue Code (53 Stat. 28 as amended by 
sa Stat. 21; 26 u. S. C., sec. 64~ is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
aubsection as follows: 

"(g) Every labor organization representing 
employees in an industry affecting commerce 
and every organization or association of em
ployers in any such industry shall file . to
gether with the return required to be filed 
pursuant to subsection (f) of this section, a 
separate statement, in such form as may be 
prescribed by the Commissioner with the 
approval of the Secretary. showing-

"(!) the name of such organization and 
the address of its principal place of business; 

"(2) the names, titles, .compensation, and 
allowances of its three principal officers and 
of any of its other officers or agents whose 
aggregate compensation and allowances for 
the year as to which such statement is filed 
exceeded $5,000; 

"(3) the manner in which the omcers and 
agents referred to in clause (2) hereof were 
elected. appointed, or otherwise selected; 

"(4) the initiation fee or fees which new 
members are required to pay on becoming 
members of such organization; 

"(5) the regular dues or fees which mem
bers are required to pay in order to remain 

.members in good standing ln such organiza
tion: 

"(6) in the case of ;a labor organization, 
the names and addresses of all employers 
-With whom such organization has collective
bargalning agreements In effect at anJ time 
during the period covered by such statement; 
and 
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"(7) in the case of an employers' associa

tion, the names and addresses of all labor 
organizations with which any of its mem· 
bers has collective-bargaining agreements .at 
any time during the period covered by such 
statement." · 

(b) Violation of the provisions of subsec
tion (a) of this section shall be a misde
meanor punishable by a fine of not less than 
$50 nor more than $100. The district courts 
of the United States shall have jurl~diction 
to enforce these provisions. 

(c) Statements filed with the Bureau· of 
Internal Revenue pursuant to subsection (a) 
of this section shall be available for public 
inspection at such times and ·places and un
der such reasonable conditions as may be 
prescribed by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 
TITLE V--cREATION OF TEMPORARY COMMISSION 

TO INVESTIGATE . CAUSES OF LABOR DISPUTES 

SEc. 501. There is hereby- createq a Tem
porary Labor Relations Commission (here-
inafter referred to as the "Commission"), to 
be composed of (1) siX" Me:qlbers of the Sen
ate, to be appointed by the President of the 
Senate; (2) six Members of the House. of 
Representatives, to be appointed ·by the 
Speaker of the House of Repres-entatives; 
and (3) eight members.- ·representing · the 
public, management, and labor, to be ap
pointed by the President of the United 
States . . One of the _. members shall :Je desig
nated by the President as Chairman of the 
Commission. Vaca.ucie.s in the membership 
of the Commission shall not impair its pow
ers to exercise its functions and shall be 
filled 1n the same manner as · in the case of 
original appointments. Members of the 
Commission appointed by the President shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $50 for 
each day actually spent by them in the work 
of the Commission, together with their nec
essary travel and other expenses, or a per 
diem allowanc~ in lieu thereof. 

SEC. 502. (a) . The Commission shall make 
a thorough study and investigation into the 
underlying causes of disputes between labor 
and management, including union and em
ployer policies and practices, economic and 
other factors, methods and procedures for . 

. carrying out the cqllective-bargaining proc
ess, Government policies, present and pro
posed legislation affecting such disputes, and 
the measures by which such disputes may be 
minimized or eliminated in order to safe
guard the public interest, including. particu
larly, voluntary_ and cooperative measures 
between labor and management which can 
be prcmoted or facilitated by the Federal 
Government. In making such study and 
investigation the Commission shall place par
ticular emphasis upon the special and unique 
problem of Nation-wide strikes in ess~ntial 
industries affecting the public interest with 
a view to recommending a method to settle 
or prevent such strikes without endangering 
our general democratic freedoms. 

'(b) The Commission shall also study and 
111vestigate the desirability of further legis
lation concerning the health and safety of 
employees engaged in industries that _ are 
essentially hazardous, with a view to the pre
vention of accidents and the improvement 
of health and sanitary conditions -connected 
with such industries. 

(c) The Con.mission shall >~.lso study and 
investigate the feaslbiUty of the establish
ment of a uniform voluntary system of wel
fare funds for the benefit of ill, disabled, or 
age employees and their fam1Iies, with a 
view to the enactment of legislation to assist 
in the promotion and encourag~ment of 

· such a, program. 
(d) The Commission shall confer and con

sult with responsible leaders of both organ-

lzed labor and industry and zhall seek, as 
far a~:~ compatible with their own judgment, 
to recommend legislation that will eliminate 
all reasonable objections of either labor or 
industry. 

SEc. 503. (a) The Commissio:1 is author
ized, without regard to the civil-service laws 
and the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended, to employ and fix the compensa
tion of such otncers and employees as it 
deeras necessary for the performance of its 
functions. The Commission may make such 
expenditures as may be necessary for per
forming its functions. 

(b) The Commission may, with the con
sent of the head of the department or agency 
concerned, utilize the facilities. services. and 
personnel of other agencies or departments 
of the Government, ·and may cooperate with 
and utilize the services of other public and 
private agencies. 

SEc. 504. For the purpose of this act the 
Commission, or any member of the Com
mission designated by it, .shall be entitled to 
exercise the same ,powers and rights as are 
conferred upon. the Securities and Exchange 
Commission by subsection (c) of section 18 
of the act of August 26, 1935 ( 49 Stat. 831) : 
and the provisions of subsections (d) and (e) 
of such section shall be applicable · to all 
persons summoned by subpena or otherwise 
to attend· and tesj;ify or to produce books, 
papers, correspondence, memoranda, con
tracts, agreements, or other records and docu
ments before the Commission. 

SEc. 505. (a) On or before 'January 5, 1948, 
the Commission shall submit to the Presi
den.t, for transmission by him ·to the Con
gress, a preliminary report, together with 
such recommendations for legislation and 
such other-recommendations as the Commis
sion deems appropriate; and shall submit 
such further reports, and recommendations 
from time to time, to the President, for 
transmission by him to the Congress, as the 
Commis~ion deems appropriate. 

(b) Upon the submission of its final re
port to the -President, ·which shall be on or 
befc•-- April 15, 1948, the Commission shall 
cease to exist and its records and property 

· shall · be transferred to the Secretary of 
·Labor. ' · 

SEc. 506.· There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary for carrying out the purposes of this 
title, 

TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEc. 601. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of any State or Federal law; no Federal 
district court shall dismiss or otherwise re
fuse to entertain any action base.d on a com
plaint of · breach of a collective-bargaining 
agreement solely by reason of the fact that 
one of the parties thereto is an unincor
porated labor organization incapable under 
applicable State law of suing · or being sued 
in its common name where all otller condi
tions prescribed by law for establishing the 
jurisdiction of such court over the parties 
and the action have been satisfied. 

s:Ec. 602. No1hing in this act shall be con
strued so as to interfere with, impede, or 
diminish the right to strike except as specifi
cally provided herein, or the right of indi
viduals to quit work, or to require any indi
vidual to render service or labor without his 
consent. 

SEc. 603. Nothing contained in this act 
shall be applicable to any employer or em
ployees subject to the Railway Labor Act, as . 
amended. · 

SEc, 604. If any provision t.::: this act, or 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstances, is held invalid, the 
remainder of this act or the application of 
such provision to other persons or circum
stances shall not be affected thereby. 

SEC. 605. This bill may · be cited as the 
Federal Labor-Management Relations Act of 
1947. 

Mr. MURRAY obtained the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Montana yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. Is the Senator to proceed 

this evening with his explanation of the 
· proposed substitute? · 

Mr. MURRAY. I intend to give an ex
planation of the proposed substitute. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
to me for a ·moment so that I may con
tinue the observation that was made 
earlier in the day, and with all good in
tent, about the threat, if I may so call 
it, or the promise, of the Senator from 
Ohio to move to lay on the table the 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Montana. Earlier in the day I expressed 
my opposition to .such a motion, and 
voiced the hope that the Senator from 
Ohio would not pursue his thought. · 

Mr. President, I wish to make the sug
gestion that the strength of the United 
States Senate throughout the years has 
been based on the fact .that Senators did 
have the right to speak freely and as 
long as they chose on any particular 
subject. Never has any rule, such as is 
commonly referred to as a gag rule, 
been applied in -the Senate of the United 
States, regardless of which party was in 
power. 

Since the present session l;legan sev
eral motions to table have been made on 
legislative proposals. In recent years 
the motion to table has been used on 
motions to reconsider until it has prac
tically destroyed the efficacy of the mo
tion to reconsider, although the rule 
which gives any Senator, provided he has 
voted in the amrma~ive, 2 days' time to 
move to reconsider, was made for the 
purpose of assuring that ·right, lest a 

· mistake had occurred in what . had been 
done, or an error of some kind· had been 
made. But the practice now of moving 
to table motions to reconsider has prac
tically destroyed and nullified the mo
tion to reconsider. 

Mr. President, I rise now. only to ex
press the hope that no party in power, 
regardless of which one it is, will so 
far forget the rights of the minority 
as to use the power of moving to table 
for the purpose of cutting off legitimate 
and honest debate, for let that happen
and I am speaking a warning, . not . in 
regard to the present situation, but 'for 
all time to come-let any party adopt 
that practice·, as it has already been fol
lowed too much in this session, and the 
right of free and unlimited debate will 
be destroyed in the only body in all the 
world today that entertains that right. 

I am prompted by the very seriousness 
of the occasion and the gravity of the 
suggestion to make this statement, and 
to express the hope that no Senator will 
use the power of moving to table for the 
purpose of gagging the minority, and 
cutting off legitimate and honest ·debate. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, repeat
edly during the course of debate upon 
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Senate bill1126 my colleagues and I have 
pointedly and, I believe, validly, criticized 
the value of the pending bill as a means 
of preventing labor-management con
flicts and attaining equal justice for the 
American worker and the American em
ployer. We have taken the well-consid
ered position that this bill will weaken 
or wreck the sound principles of labor 
law established gradually during many 
years of constructive experience. We 
have predicted accurately, I think, that 
many of its features will breed confusion 
and conflict. They would disrupt estab~ 
lished and equitable customs and prac
tices of labor and management. They 
. would impose totally unwarranted bar
riers to the fruitful growth of fair, effec
tive and, above all, free and peaceful col
lective bargaining, at a most critical time 
in oqr national history, when unre
stricted production is essential to con
tinuing prosperity. 

Mr. President, I wish to state that it 
has never been our position that all the 

· provisions of S. 1126 are unsound or un
~ise. Many of them are sound and 
constructive. Others, with very slight 
modifications, could likewise constitute 
a useful contribution to our national 
laws on industrial relations. Some, in 
our opinion, actually do not go far 
enough. And it is our Lelief that these 

· exceptionally valuable recommendations 
should not be ignored merely because 

·they are overwhelmingly outbalanced by 
. the destructive features of the measure. 
Rather than that tragic, yet very likely 
result, they should be combined with a 
sound and effective labor program for 
the Congress and for the Federal Gov
ernment. · To this end, my distinguished 
colleagues and I are presenting in this 
substitute the details of such a construc
tive program in place of the present pro
visions of the pending bill. I do not 
claim that this substitute is a cure-all. 
I doubt that any such thing exists. It is, 
however, an ef1ective program based on 
existing studies requiring immediate ac
tion, and at the same time provides for a 
temporary commission to find the com
plete legislative answer to all the prob
lems we are considering. 

Briefly, the pending bill is composed of 
three principal titles relating to media
tion of disputes, to amendments to the 
National Labor Relations Act, and to 
what may be termed "unjustifiable sec
ondary boycotts and jurisdictional dis
putes." Three additional titles would 
cover miscellaneous matters which can be 
explained most effectively by a descrip
tion of their contents. 

TITLE I-MEDIATION 

Title I relates to mediation machinery 
for the settlement of labor disputes af
fecting interstate commerce. Instead of 
establishing a new independent Federal 
mediation service for mediation of labor 
diaputes, as provided by S. 1126, the sub
stitute would reaffirm and strengthen the 
United States Conciliation Service as it 
now functions under the Secretary of 
Labor. This would avoid the adminis
tratively impossible separation of func
tions which is proposed by tqe present 
bill. 

In this regard I wish to make clear 
that, aside .from special cases relating to 
national health or safety, the proposed 
Federal Mediation SerVice which would 
be created by S. 1126 would have no new 
or additional powers in addition to' those 
now carried out by the Conciliation Serv
ice. Not only do we believe that better 
administration will result from keeping 
all mediation and conciliation activities 
under one head-with cabinet rank
but, in addition it is our conviction that 
the pending bill fails to give this branch 
of Government sufficient powers. 
ATTACK ON CONCILIATION SERVICE UNWARRANTED 

The only argument I have heard for an 
independent Conciliation Service was 
based upon the statutory function of the 
Secretary of Labor to promote the wel
fare of wage earners. The gist of the 
complaint was that the Secretary could 
not impartially intervene in an indus
trial dispute where. his sole statutory 
function is to protect the interests of 
labor. This is not only inaccurate as a 
matter of fact, but it completely ignores 
the statutory source of the Secretary's 
mediation powers. 

Since 1913 the Secretary of Labor has 
been empowered to act as a mediator in 
industrial disputes, not in the interests 
of wage earners, but--and I quote from 
the statute-"iri the interest of industrial 
peace." If the Sec-retary were to Inter
cede in favor of one side as against the 
other it would be the antithesis of media
tion It would be anything but concilia
tion. And it certainly could not be in the 
interest of industrial peace. In fact, it 
would undoubtedly stimulate rather than 
solve the conflict. It would be a clear 
breach of the duty imposed upon him by 
law. · 

At no time have I heard it charged that 
the Secretary. of Labor has failed to carry 
out his statutory duties as an impartial 
mediator. To the contrary, all the evi
dence points to the eminent success with 
which this obligation has been carried 
out with fairness to all parties conc~rned 
in the public interest, and for the high 
purpose of reducing the burdens which 
industrial disputes impose upon the 
American people. 

We must remember that the war gave 
a tremendous impetus to the growth of 
labor organizations in plants and indus
tries where none existed before. Dur
ing most of the war . period labor and 
management in these industries were 
dealing with each other under strict Gov
ernment controls. Wage increases were 
severely restricted, and any serious dis
putes were resolved by Government order 
after a full hearing. Free collective bar
gaining became a thing of the past for 
all unions and all employers. Indeed, 
collective bargaining was virtually un ... 
known in the newly organized plants 
where the first lessons were learned 
under rigorous governmental supervision. 

After the defeat of Japan, management 
and labor were on their own for the first 
time in more than 3 years. ,No agency 
of Government could tell them what to 
do. They had to learn how to use this 
new-found or rediscovered freedom to 
bargain with each other, and the imme-

diate result was a rash of strikes produc
ing an undeniable obstacle to orderly 
conversion from war to peace with con-
tinued national prosperity. · 

Faced with a problem of serious pro
portions the Secretary of Labor reorgan
ized and strengthened his Conciliation 
Service. In doing this he actively sought 
the support and advice of all groups rep
resenting management and labor. 
Largely as the result of this advice and 
with the enthusiastic cooperation of in
dustry, there has been created a smooth
ly functioning program within the De
partment of Labor today. More than 
13,000 disputes have been settled by this 
new organization in the past year. In 
more than 90 percent of the cases in 
which mediation was accepted before a 
strike occurred, the Service settled the 
matter without a work stoppage, These 
accomplishments were achieved in spite 
of the strong demand for cost of living 
wage increases and in spite of unfamili
arity with the experience of collective 
bargaining. 

Mr. President, I believe that this is a 
remarkable record. I am convinced that 
we would be acting contrary to the wishes 
of management and labor and contrary 
to the public interest if we were to de
stroy this organization now. We would 
be committing a colossal blunder to med-

. die legislatively with this smoothly func
tioning Service of the executive branch 
of our Government. It appears to me to 
be the height of common sense in this 
case to leave well enough alone. 

Mr. President, that seems to be the 
opinion of the press of the country gen
erally. I have two editorials, one from 
the Washington Star of Friday. April 25, 
discussing this matter along the lines 
that I have been speaking, and another 
editorial from the Washington Post of 
April 26, also discussing the same subject, 
and approVing the proVisions of the bill. 
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President, 
that these two editorials may be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the two edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

<See exhibits A and B. > 
NO NEED J'OK INDEPENDENT KEDIATION SEBVICE 

Mr. MURRAY. Yet the pending bill 
would create a new cleavage within the 
executive branch between agencies 
which deal actively in industrial rela
tions. In addition to the Department of 
Labar, the National Mediation Board, the 
National Labor Relations Board and, in 
some· respects, the Federal Security 
Agency, we would have under this bill 
another new agency, the Federal Media
tion Service, with independent right to 
take uncoordinated action in what is 
perhaps the most vital aspect of this 
broad problem. In effect we would be 
ordering the President to consult with 
an officer of secondary rank instead of 
his duly chosen Cabinet adviser on ques-
tions of industrial peace. . 

Mr. President, we cannot continue to 
seek a solution of our problems by the 
arbitrary creation of new agencies. 
Ev.ery precept of good government bas 
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painfully taught us the pitfalls which 
await such a step. We would again be 
splitting authority ancj. r esponsibility be
tween unrelated agencies, creating con
fusion and r...lisunderstanding, endorsing 
the privilege of each officer to proceed 
without consultation in pursuit of his 
own policies and ultimately placing an 
unjustified and unnecessary burden of 
detail and decision upon the Chief Ex
ecutive. 

CONCILIATION SERVICE STRENGTHENED 

Because we cannot subscribe to this 
unwise and disruptive action, the sub- . 
stitute bill continues the United States 
Conciliation Service as it now stands. In 
so doing we support the constructive-sug
gestion of the President set forth in his 
state of the Union message · of January 6, 
1947, and we deplore_ the present failure 
of the bill to recognize this recommenda
tion which was so wisely made. 

VALUABLE MEDIATION FEATURES OF· S. 1126 
RETAINED 

At the same tim~. however, one frankly 
recognize the advantages of S. 1126 in 
spelling out with greater statutory detail 
the duties and functions of the Concilia
tion Service and emphasizing the desira
bility of voluntary resort to the services 
of this agency on the part of employers 
and employees. We also endorse and 
incorporate in the substitute bill those 
provisions of S. 1126 which would e.ase 
the problem of arbitration by permitting 
payment· of the first $500 in costs from 
the public treasury. And, as an alterna
tive equivalent to creating a new na
tional labor-management panel, which 
would have identical powers with the 
existing labor-management advisory 
committee of the Conciliation Service, 
we propose to achieve the same result 
by giving official statutory status to that 
committee, th,ereby continuing the exist
ing successful pattern. We would, how
ever, strengthen its powers over those of 
the panel by permitting it to offer advice 
upon its own motion instead of waiting 
for a request of the Director. 
ARBITRATION 011' DISPUTES ARISING J'ROM EXISTING 

AGREEMENTS 

All of these proposals of S. 1126 we 
accept with grateful acknowledgment of 
their worth-while contribution. But in 
respect to arbitration of existing agree
ments we do not believe that the present 
bill goes far enough. As the bill now 
stands it would not provide any addi
tional machinery for the peaceful solu
tion of disputes concerning the interpre
tation of existing agreements. I think 
that this was an important oversight 
upon the part of the committee. I fail 
to see any substantial reason why the 
public should suffer from the inability 
of the parties to agree as to the meaning 
or application of contract clauses which . 
they have voluntarily adopted. This was 
recognized by the President in his state 
of the Union message, which urged that 
means be found whereby such unsettled 
disputes may be referred by either party 
to final and binding arbitration. 

The substitute bill therefore provides 
by _section 103 that in disputes over the 
interpretation of existing agreements in 
industries affecting interstate commerce, 
the parties must resort to arbitratiop · 

if the dispute be not settled by media
tion. Of course this established proce
dure would not apply-nor would it be 
necessary-where the contract provides 
for arbitration. In all other cases, how
ever, the Director of the Conciliation 
Service would be required to make avail
able a roster of arbitrators from which 
the parties tnust choose at least one but 
not more than three. The Director 
would make the choice upon failure of 
the parties to agree, and, in the case 
where arbit rators cannot be chosen pur
suant to an arbitration agreement, the 
Director would have a similar duty to 
make the designation. 

The section provides effective pro
cedures for deciding each case. Hear
ings must be held, testimony mlfSt be 
taken under oath, subpena powers en
forceable in the Federal courts are con
ferred upon the arbitrators, and the de
cision would be final and binding upon 
the parties, subject to challenge within 
10 days in the Federal courts, solely on 
the grounds of fraud or corruption. 

I submit, Mr. President, that this pro
posal is an effective contribution to the 
labor law of this country. It will ob
literate the so-called -vild-cat strike by 
fair procedures holding unions and em
ployers to the obligations and responsi
bilities which they have assumed in 
solemnly agreeing to carry out their con
tracts. It will prot·ect the innocent 
public from the incalculable da.mage, de
lays, and inconveniences which such un
necessary stoppages may cause. We 
recommend this proposal for earnest 
consideration. We are convinced of its 
basic justice warranting enactment into 
law. 

TREATMENT "OF DISPUTES NOT SETTLED BY 
MEDIATION 

We must reject, however, the provi
sions of s. 1126, section 203 (c), which 
would require the submission of any 
labor dispute to the President upon the 
failure of the parties to accept arbitra
tion suggested by the Director of -the 
Mediation Service. The Director of the 
Conciliation· Service makes a frequent 
practice of suggesting arbitration in ap
propriate cases today. Frequently these 
suggestions are turned down by the par
ties, and continued negotiatior results 
in satisfactory settlements. Sometimes 
arbitration is suggested at several points 
during negotiations, and ultimately it 
may· be accepted~ If the Director knew 
that the refusal of his suggestion would 
automatically result in sending the case 
to the President, I am sure that he would 
be loath to make any such suggestion 
except in the most serious cases war
ranting attention by the highest officers 
of the Government. The resort to arbi
tration-a desirable objective-would 
actually be discouraged. And, in this 
regard, we cannot ignore the tendency 
of parties to seek the highest tribunal 
at the outset by refusing to submit their 
case to a logical and orderly process of 
determination. 

If the Director of the Conciliation 
Service-or of the Mediation Service
were to continue his present practices 
relating to arbitration, the President 
would undoubtedly be swamped by so 
many cases that he would be forced to 

refer them to some other body for con
sideration. Logically this body would be 
the Department- of Labor, or the Sec
retary of Labor, or some fact-finding 
board established by the President for 
each case. Thus the dispute would be 
returned to a staff level without any 
practical accomplishment. 

Related to the problem of referring 
disputes to the President is that of pro
viding for governmental action in so
called emergency situations where a 
strike may involve the national health 
or safety. S. 1126, sections 206-210, 
would provide an elaborate procedure for 
handling such disputes: First, boards of 
inquiry must be appointed; second, the 
Attorney General may obtain an injunc
tion in the Federal courts; third, the 
mediation serVice would continue to 
seek a settlement; fourth, a continued 
failure to reach an agreement · would 
again result in further boards of inquiry; 
fifth, the National Labor Relations Board 
must conduct a strike vote; sixth, the 
Attorney General must move to dis
charge the ·injunction; seventh; a report 
must be made to the President; eighth, 
the President mu~t transmit the report 
and his recommendations to the Con-
gress for appropriate action. · 

Thus we .have eight separate reqUired 
steps in this kind of a dispute, involving 
action by the Mediation Service, boards 
of inquiry, the Attorney General, the 
Federal courts, the National Labor Rela
tions Board, President, and the Congress. 
Aside from any other consideration, I 
cannot imagine a more cumbersome or 
confusing program for governmental ac
tion. I cannot escape the conclusion 
that all labor disputes should be han
dled by one central agency. 

I realize that the problem presented 
when a national emergency is involved 
is a most serious and complicated one. 
I cannot forget, however, that the cer
tainty of an injunction against a strike 
will induce the employer to prolong the 
dispute without fear of economic loss 
and that the Government would aban
don impartiality to throw its weight upon 
the employer's side of the bargaining 
table. There may be a solution to such 
a strike, but I am convinced that the 
majority has not found it, and I do not 
believe that we can confidently proceed 
with any proposal on this subject now 
in the absence of a more complete in
vestigation. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAT

KINS in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Montana yield to the Senator from 
New Mexico? · 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. Does the substitute 

measure which the Senator from Mon
tana is proposing contain any provision 
whatever to regulate Nation-wide 
strikes? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes. Of course it 
strengthens_ the existing Mediation and 
Conciliation Service, but it merely re
tains it as it is now in the Department 
of Labor. The pending bill proposes to 
set up the Service as a separate, inde
pendent agency. 

Mr. HATCH. I understand that, but 
what does the substitute measure which 
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the Senator is sponsoring do with these 
extraordinary cases where the health 
and safety of the whole Nation ts in
volved? Does it have any provisions re
specting such case_s? 

Mr. MURRAY. It provides the vari
ous procedures which have been in effect 
right along, and makes it possible for 
the President to step in when a .very 
critical situation develops, when the 
strike will threaten the national health 
and welfare, as the President has done 
in the past. 

Mr. HATCH. Does the substitute 
measure give the President any power 
in any such instances? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; the same power 
that he now has. 

Mr. HATCH. But no new power?· 
Mr. MURRAY. No new power. 
Mr. HATCH. Nothing is added what

ever to the President's power by the Sen
ator's substitute measure? 

Mr. MURRAY. No. I think no new 
power is necessary. · We have been faced 
with a very serious situation because of 
the ending of the war and the diftlcult 

- conditions which have developed as the 
result of the rise in prices,. which have 
tended to engender labor disputes. But 
I am satisfied that this diftlcult period 
will soon pass away and that normal con..; 
ditions will again return. I do not see 

: the need for enacting legislation which 
may be too far--reaching and which, 1n 
the end,- may do more damage than good. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I did not mean 'to dis

cuss the merits of any proposal whatso
ever. I was trying to find out what the 
Senator's substitute measure contained. 
If he now w1ll be good enough to answer, 
I should like to ask a further question. 
For instance, when the Smith-Connally 
Act expires and the power contained un
der that act no longer exists, is there any
thing in the Senator's substitute measure 
which attempts to take the place of the 
act which expires or to supply tne defi
ciency? 

Mr. MURRAY. I expect to come to 
that point later in my remarks. We are 
talking now merely of the Concll1ation 
Service, and the main feature of my sub
stitute measure is to leave that Concilia
tion Service where it is now, and where 
the best-informed Individuals, those who 
have given study to the subject of labor 
relations, feel it ought to be. 

Mr. HATCH. But the Senator does in
tend to di·scuss later the matter I men
tfoned? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. I will not interrupt the 

Senator further at this time. 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, turn.:. 

ing to the other devices .which would be 
required in these emergency disputes, I 
can see little advantage ·tn strike votes 
or in mandatory and repeated action by 
boards of inquiry. Our experience un
der the Smith-Connally Act has shown 
the futility of the strike vote as a means 
of securing settlement. I do not believe 
there was a single instance ·when those 
votes prevented a strike during the war. 
Even if the votes are limited to cases af
fecting national health and safety
terms largely left to the discretionary in-

terpretation of the Attorney General
the administrative burden might again 
cripple the National Labor Relations 
Board as it actually has done in the past. 
I must remind the Senate that this 
would occur at a time when the Board 
would be vested with additional impor
tant functions. We might again be 
forced to cut out the strike vote by the 
unsatisfactory method of limiting ap
propriations as was done by the Seventy
ninth Congress. 

Boards of inquiry, or special fact
finding boards, certainly have a place in 
the settlement of disputes regardless of 
whether the· national health or safety 
would · be affected. The exact point at· 
which they become useful varies, how
ever, with the particular case. Certainly 
they are valueless in the early stages of 
a dispute when they may completely 
block negotiation. Whether or not two 
separate inquiries are necessary again 
will depend on the particular case. The 
use of the boards is important mainly to 
seek a reasonable ground for agreement 
and reliably to inform public opinion ot 
the-issues and the equities {or t~e pur_
pose of inducing a fair and speedy settle
ment. It is a question for expert judg
ment as to when these stages are reached. 
Most assuredly these boards are unneces
sary for the purpose of keeping a public 
official informed so that he may properly 
exercise his ·functions in regard to the 
dispute.. Indeed, I question seriously 
whether so cumbersome a method of ob
taining information would ever be relied 
upon as a practical matter. Other 
equally reliable and )mmediately ef
fective methods are too readily available 
for this purpose. We have therefore 
conciuded that the appointment of these 
boards should be discretionary in the , 
appointing officer and not mandatory as 
provided by S. 1126. 

Since we can agree neither with the 
device of reporting to the President when 
arbitration has been rejected nor with 
the required procedt.Jres of S. 112~ for 
handling emergency disputes, we propose 
that the most effective present step is to 
authorize the Secretary of Labor to 
create "tempOrary emergency boards of 
inqUiry whenever he believes a report 
will aid in a settlement. Any further 
steps which may appear necessary in 
emergencies can be left appropriately for 
the consideration of the temporary labor 
commission proposed in title IV of the 

_ su~stitute bill. 
TITLE n. AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL LABOB 

RELATIONS ACT 

Title II of the substitute bill gives con
sideration to amendment of the National 
Labor Relations Act. Our purpose is the 
same as that professed for the amend
ments proposed by Senate bill 1126, that 
is, to strengthen the existing provisions 
in the light of more than 10 years of ex
perience in their administration and to 
"equalize" the effect of the act by pro
scribing unfair labor practices for labor 
organizations as well as employers. In 
the substitute bill we have provided for 
a true equalization, however, whereas S. 
1126 would harmfully weight the act 
against labor. Nonetheless we have 
found agreement with many helpful fea
tures. of the reported amendments and 
we have put them 1n the b111. At the 

same time· we have discarded those fea
tures which we feel are punitive or ex-
cessively severe. · 
PROHIBITION OP INVOLUNTAR"2' INDUSTRY-WIDE 

. BARGAINING 

We have adopted, for instance, an 
amendment to the definition of employer 
contained in section 2 of the act, so as to 
include a group of employers only where 
they have associated themselves for col
lective bargaining. This is substant~ally 
the same as s. 1126 and would prevent 
the Board from forcing an unwilling em
ployer"to bargain through an association. 

We are unalterably opposed, however, 
to prohibiting industry-wide collective 
bargaining as proposed by the Hartley 
bill passed in the House. We also 1gladly 
aided in defeating the amendment sug
gested by the senior Senator from Min
nesota. These proVisions would in effect 
prevent both employers and unions from 
voluntarily using their combined knowl
edge and skill to secure necessary stabili
zation of wage conditions except on a 
local scale within strictly Umited areas. 
Now it seems to me that industry-wide 
bargaining does not produce strikes but 
rather that strikes usually result from a 
break-down In the bargaining process 
regardless of the _area concerned. We 
cannot, therefore, attain Industrial peace 
by limiting the bargaining unit in this 
fashion. Indeed we may increase unrest 
by exposing employers to indiVidual cam
paigns. by unions thereby forcing ad
herence to what may be unfair demands 
while the competitors of the employer 
continue to produce -at lower labor costs. 

A corresponding harmful effect would 
be to deprive unions -of their power to 
protect themselves from the competition 
of low-wage areas and Ioy;-wage employ
ers. Moreover, the prohibition would 
hopelesSly complicate the wage structure 
and the bargaining tasks in companies 
with many plants in scattered localities. 
And it must be remembered that we 
would be forcing the renegotiation of 
contracts now providing -a successful 
charter of operations in many industries 
for milllons of workers-splitting asunder 
the uniform standards achieved over a 
long periOd through this very useful proc
ess. We cannot, therefore, permit such 
a useless attack upon what appears to be 
a beneficial system both for employers 
and employees. 

SUP!PtVISOllY EMPLOYEES 

We must also disagree with provisions 
of S. 1126 which would exclude super
visory employees from the Labor Rela
tions Act. We must willingly acknowl
edge in the light of the decisions of the 
Board and of the courts that bargaining 
by organizations of supervisory em
ployees presents a delicate question for 
expert treatment and solution. We can
not submit to the proposal of S. 1126 to 
place completely independent organiza
tions of supervisors outside the law. 
These workers have the same right to 
organize as other wage earners. They 
shoUld be given a similar protection in 
the exercise of these rights. At the same 
time, they must be held to the same de
gree of responsibility in dealing with em
ployers. 

I can see no virtue in singling out tbese 
workers and herding them into a ghetto 
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where they become fair game for every 
recriminatory device developed by non
union-minded employers during a cen
tury of industrial strife. And it would be 
equally unthinkable to . deny employers 
protection from otherwise lawless forages 
which may understandably occur in the 
course of the inevitable struggle of these 

. groups for economic security and self
protection. We therefore propose to de
prive supervisory employees of their 
status under the act only where the cir
cpmstances present a real possibility of 
collusion with organizations of nonsuper
visory employees. For this purpose we 
have denied such organizations the pro
tection of the act where they also rep
resent rank-and-file workers or where 
they are affiliated with or controlled by 
organizations of such workers. 
EMPLOYER'S RIGHT TO FREE SPEECH AND OTHER 

FEATURES PERFECTING PRESENT PROVISIONS OF 
THE ACT 

On the other nand·, we wholeheartedly 
endorse the excellent protection afforded 
by S. 1126 to the right of employers to 
freedom of speech in matters of employee 
relations so long as the circumstances 
do not present elements of coercion. In 
fact, section 202 <a> of the substitute bill 
follows verbatim the language which has 
been used fqr this purpose in the reported 
bill. 

We also concur in so much of the pro
posed amendment contained in section 
9 (c) (1) which would permit employers 
to request certification of bargaining 
representatives whenever an unrecog
nized union claims the right to repre
sent employees-or whenever the em
ployer is confronted by competing unions 
both seeking the right to represent the 
same employees. We regard as ill-ad
vised, however, the further step of per
mitting the employer to challenge the 
representation of certified unions at any 
time. We take this position on the 

· grounds that this may well impair the 
stability of collective-bargaining rela
tions and provoke damaging delays in 
the bargaining process productive ·of in
dustrial strife. Accordingly section 203 
(b) of the substitute bill guarantees to 

. employers the right to ask for certifica
tion in the two instances which I have 
mentioned and ·leaves to appropriate 
rules or regulations of the Board the 

' question of recertification of organiza
tions already certified, provided ~ that 
there is a bona fide doubt as, to repre
sentation and the request is made at least 

· 30 days before the contract -expires. 
These restrictions will prevent unfair

. ness and at the same time will pe_rmit 
a reasonable stability in employer-em

. ployee relations. 
To correct a present deficiency of the 

statute in its protection of employees, 
· we have undertaken by section 202 <c> 

· · of the substitute bill to make it an un
. fair labor practice to discriminate 
· against an employee because he 'files 

statements with the Board. This prob
lem is not at present covered, and I be

- lieve that the justice of this provision 
carries such obvious appeal that there 

· can be no controversy in the mind of any 
- reasonable man concerning its accepta

bility. 
In further protection of the rights of 

employees and to insulate employers 

from possible charges of unfair bargain
ing practices, we have by section 203 
clarified the right of individuals or 
groups to settle and adjust grievances 

·under section 9 (a) of the act whenever 
the bargaining agent, although given 
the opportunity to participate, nonethe
less does not indicate a desire to- take 
part in the adjustment. This is in sub
stantial agreement with similar amend
ments proposed by S. 1126 which present 

. desirable grievance procedures ior these 
special classes of cases. 

Another provision of the substitute 
bill not found in S. 1126 but reflecting 
the present procedures of the Board and 
insuring their continued application, is 
an amendment to section 8 of the act to 
protect the legality of nondiscriminatory 
plant regulations of union activity on 
company time and property. This will 
permanently protect the employer in his 
undoubted prerogative to dispose of his 
employee's time during working hours. 
UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES BY UNIONS AND THEIR 

OFFICIALS 

Before discussing the major remaining 
amendments dealing with unfair labor 
practices by unions and their officials, I 

· wish to point out at this time that in our
opinion the act, as it would be amended 
by the changes which I have already dis
cussed, will impose fair and adequate du
ties upon employers for the protection of 
employees. We therefore do not seek 
further to change the obligations of em
ployers-nor do we seek to deprive em
ployees of the privileges which these obli
gations undoubtedly confer.· 

On the other hand, S. 1126 would weak
en and restrict ty repeated amendment 
the provisions of section 8 which pre
scribe unfair labor practices (lf the em
. ployer. It would deprive employee::: of 
hard-won legislative gains and would ac-
t_ually result in greater inequalities under 
the semblance of putting both parties 
upon an equal statutory plane. These 
provisions are punitive and disruptive in 
character and I wish again to express our 
opposition to them. 

We cannot support, for instance, the 
.blanket prohibition of closed-l:>J;l.op con
tracts. These agreements now cover 
many hundreds of thousands of workers 
in industries, many of which are famous 
for their stable industrial relations, such 

· as the glass, textile, and garment indus
tries. Nor can we accede to rigorous 
limitation of union security agreements 
to a rigid type of union shop pattern as 
proposed by S. 1126. The necessity for 
supervising el~ctions in these cases throw 
upon the Board a serious and totally 
unnecessary administrative burden. 
The provisiqn making employers the sole 
judge of whether the employee has been 

.. rejected by the union for unjustifable 
reasons, thereby entitling him to remain 
employed even when he is no longer a. 
union member will undoubtedly encour:. 
age vicious antiunion activities within 
a plant supposedly stabilized by a union
shop contract. 

Then there is also the related provi
sion of section 9 <c> <2> of the amend
ments proposed by S. 1126 which would 
effectively weak.en the duty of employers 
to refrain from dominating unions un
der section 8. This provision would re
quire _the Board to place upon ballots for 

elect"on of representatives independent 
unions which have been ordered dlses·
tablished because -they have been found 
to have been company dominated. This 
would be mandatory even though a 
cease-and-desist order had been issued 
the day before the election. In my opin
ion nothing would do more to revive. the 
company union or to place the employer 
legitimately on both sides of the bar
gaining table without fear of commit
ting an unfair labor practice under sec
tion 8. 

Regarding unfair labor practices by 
unions or their agents, we find no dis
agreement with provisions prohibiting 
coercion of employers in their 'choice of 
collective bargaining representatives, 
and we agree that the phrase "interfer
ing with" as deleted on motion of the 
junior Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEsJ from S. 1126 would harmfully pre
vent the legitimate efforts of unions to 
attain or preserve effective bargaining 
on a company-wide or · industry-wide 
basis. Since we are opposed to restric
tions upon the bargaining area we have 
also deleted these words from a similar 
restraint proposed by section 202 <e> of 
the substitute bill. 

We are not opposed to prohibiting the 
expulsion of the employee from the 
union or prohibiting the union from per
suading the employer to discriminate 
against the union member where, under 
a closed-shop contract, he nonetheless 
aids competing unions in the plant. 
Here the union would otherwise be as
sured of perpetual tenure under a secur
ity agreement. There is no need, bow
ever, for protecting employees from co
ercion where the security agreement does 
not exist. The usual legal remedies
both criminal and civil-in our opinion 
provide adequate relief for unwarranted 
interference by unions under all other 
circumstances. We would therefore re
strict the impact of the amendments 
contained in section 8 (b) (2), as pro
posed by S. 1126, to instances where the 
security agreement is in effect between 
·the parties. 

The requirement of S. 1126 that unions 
bargain collectively is an unnecessary 

. feature which has not been adopted by 
the substitute bill. It is a well-known 
historical fact- that strife and disinte
gration have not resulted from the re
fusal of union~ tp bargain. In fact, their 

· very existenc_e is dependent upon the 
bargaining process. Management, on 
the other hand, secure in reliance upon 
unquestioned economic superiority, has 
time and again sought to impose its own 
terms or to cru&h t.he union by refusing 
to bargain. The provision, moreover, 
would carry the ·implication that unions 
may not resort to the use of economic 
force but instead must settle all differ
ences by negotiations in which the threat 
of strike would have no . part. This is 
emphasized by the redefinition of col
lective bargaining under section 8 <d), 
as added by S. 1126 to include an obliga
tion to refrain f:-:-om striking for a period 
of 60 days after notice, subject to loss of 
the status of employee under the act. 
As we have stated repeatedly in the 
past-regarding the Case bill and other 
labor measures before the Congress
this is an unfair punitive device. The 
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employee would be made an economic 
pariah deprived of his means of liveli
hood whereas the employer would be met 
solely by a cease ... and-desist order for a 
similar infraction. We have concluded 
that the union would enter any negotia
tions under an irreparable disadvantage 
imposed by a duty to bargain collectively 
and we therefore cannot agree to this 
provision of the bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, ·will 
the Senator yield for a quorum call in 
order that We may propose another 
unanimous-consent agreement? 

Mr. MURRAY . . I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
- clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the ron, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

· Aiken Hawkes Morse 
Baldwin Hayden Murray 
Ball Hlckenlooper Myers 
Barkley Hill O'Conor 
Brewster Hoey O'Dantel 
Bricker Holland Overton 
Brooks Ives Pepper 
Buck Jenner Revercomb 
Butler Johnson, Colo. -Robertson, Wyo. 
Cain Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Capehart Kem Saltonstall 
Capper Kilgore Smith 
Chavez Knowland Sparkm!!,n 
Connally Langer Stewart 
Cooper Lodge Taft 
Cordon Lucas Taylor 
Donnell McCarran Thomas, Okla. 
Downey McCarthy Thomas, Utah 
Dworshak McClellan Thye 
Eastland McFarland Tydings 
Ecton McGrath Umstead 
Ellender McKellar Watkins 
Ferguson McMahon Wherry 
Flanders Magnuson Wiley 
Fulbright Malone Williams 
George Martin Wilson 
Green Maybank Young 
Gurney Mlllikin 
Hatch Moore ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. IvEs 
in the chair). Eighty-five Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, after 
conferring with a number of Senators 
who are in charge of the bill for the pro
ponents, as well as Senat.ors in charge for 
the opponents, and also Senators inter
ested in amendments, I submit. for the 
consideration of the Senate a proposed 
unanimous consent agreement for a 
vote upon the amendments and final pas
sage of the bill. I send the· proposed or
der to the desk and· ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro
posed agreement will · be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That on the calep.dar day of 

Tuesday. May 13, 1947, at the hour of 2 p. m., 
the Senate proceed, without further debate, 
to vote upon any amendment that may be 
pending, or that may thereafter be p~oposed, 
either of a perfecting nature or as a· substi
tute, to Senate bill 1126, the Federal ~abor 
Relations Act of 1947. after which the third 
reading of the bill shall be considered as 
ordered; thereafter no further debate on 
the bill shall be in order. 

Ordered further That on the calendar day 
of Friday, May 16, 1947, at the hour of 11 
a.m., the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of House bill 3020, the Labor Management 
Relations Act, 1947; that the bill be consid
ered as amended by striking out all after 
the enacting clause and insertip.g in lieu 
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.thereof the text of Senate b1lll126 as amend
ed; that the thir.d reading of the House bill 
as amended be considered as ordered; and 
that a vote be immediately taken upon the 
final passage of . the said bill as amended. 

01·dered further, That on the calendar day 
of Tuesday, May 13, immediately after Senate 
bill 1126 has been ordered to be read a third 
time, the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 153) 
providing for relief assistance to the people 
of countries devastated by war. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, let me 
explain the proposed order. On Tues
day, May 13, 1947, at 2 p. m., it is pro
posed to vote on all amendments to the 
bill or substitutes. for the bill. Debate 
wm be concluded at 2 o'clock p. m. on 
Tuesday the 13th, and there will be a 
vote with no further debate. 

Then it is · proposed that we proceed 
with other business. 

The last part of the order is to take 
up the European relief lean and any 
other business which may be transacted 
between Tuesday at 2 o'clock p. m. and 
Friday, May 16, at 11 o'clock a. m. At 
11 o'clock on Friday we proposed to pro
ceed to vote upon the final passage of 
the bill, without further delay . . 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Why is it proposed 

to go from 2 o'clock on Tuesday until 
11 o'clock on Friday? 

Mr. WHERRY. Because ~that is the 
·only time there is any prospect of obtain
ing a vote upon final passage of the bill. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL 

~ABOR RELATIONS ACT 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, other 
provisions of S. 1126 relating to matters 
of administration of the National Labor 
Relations Act similarly have very un
fortunate implications. The language of 
section 10 of the act, making the Board's 
remedy exclusive, has been inexplicably 
deleted without apparent cause. The 6 
months' statute of limitations placed by 
section 10 <b) upon unfair labor prac
tice complaints gives unjust assistance 
to employers or unions which commit 
those types of practices which are easily 
concealed and difficult to detect. The 
language of section 10 (j) permitting the 
Board to obtain temporary injunctive re
lief upon issuance of complaint has 
never been necessary and may . bring 

· undue pressure upon the Board to seek 
premature resort to the courts. The 
mandatory requirement of section 10 <D 
of resort to court injunction prior to 
hearing in every case where complaint is 

· filed charging unfair boycotts or jurisdic
, tiona! disputes· is a poorly concealed 
· effort to bypass the Board and to evade 
the very purposes for which the Norris
LaGuardia Act was established. None of 

· these provisions can be called sound or 
constructive and they have no part in 
an orderly revision of our present legal 

· structure. The substitute bill does, how
. ever, accept &nd embody by section 204 
· the sound suggestion of S. 1126 permit
ting the Board, by agreement, to relin-

quish jurisdiction over minor cases to 
appropriate State agencies having effec
tive jurisdiction over the subject matter. 
This clause will avoid troublesome con
flicts which have arisen in the past. 

SECONDARY BOYCOTTS AND JURISDICTIONAL 
STRIKES 

The repeated failure of the sponsors 
of S. 1126 to recognize the distinction be
tween legitimate and unjustified boycptts 
or between jurisdictional disputes ~nd 
traditionally recognized use of economic 
force to organize a competing prant, con
stitutes one of the most serious objec
tions to this bill. We have constantly 
taken the position that a refusal to han
dle nonunion goods produced within a 
reasonable area of economic competition 
is a legitimate union activity. We have 
been completely unable to perceive the 
unexplainable position of the majority 
that the union employees in one plant 
cannot boycott nonunion goods from an
other plant for the purpose of securing 
collective-bargaining recognition even 
where the nonunion employer is guilty 
of unfair-labor practices. As stated by 
the President "the appropriate goal is 
legislation which prohibits secondary 
boycotts in pursuance of unjustifiable ob
jectives but does not impair the union's 
right to preserve its own existence and 
the' .gains made in genuine collective bar
gaining." I am therefore perfectly will
ing to concede that strikes or boycotts 
are completely unjustified where their 
puFpose is to secure recognition of a 
union other than the certified collective-

. bargaining representatives, thereby in
ducing an unfair-labor practice, or 
where they arise from disputes between 

· competing unions over a division of work 
tasks in the plant of a particular em-
ployer. . 

These union activities inflict incal
culable harm upon the fair-dealing, law
abiding union employer arid I believe they 
should be subject to cease and · desist 
orders of the Board and of the courts 
upon application of the Board. The 
substitute bill would therefore confine 
the broad provisions of S. 1126. By 
title III it would prescribe unfair labor 
practices only in these two instances of 
untenable activity, and, regarding jurjs
dictional disputes, would permit exclu
sive Board action only where the Board 
fails to find that the parties have failed 
peacefully to adjust their differences. 

I do not say categorically that there 
carmot be other circumstances in which 
it may be desirable to regulate strikes 
or boycotts. It is very possible that a 
full investigation may disclose other 
necessary legislation in this regard, and 
the deliberations of a temporary com
mission investigating this field may re
veal such a necessity. I do not propose 
at this time, however, to go beyond the 
area within which we have certain 
knowledge of abuse. Above ail I can
not countenance any effort to open the 
doors of the Federal courts . to whole
sale injunction agai-nst these activities in 
the face of the'Norris-LaGuardia Act and 
to the crippling imposition of antitrust 
laws upon the direct economic action by 
organized workers in protection of their 

.common right to earn a living. 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION CONCERNING COLLECTIVE 
AGREEMENTS A~ LA!i, OR ORGANIZATION MIS
CELLANEOUS 

We can find no general fault with those 
provisions. of S. 1126 which would require 
the Secretary of Labor to keep on file and 
make public collective-bargaining agree-. 
ments and to· make available noncon
fidential data collected by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. Accordingly, we have 
included these provisions within title IV 
of the substitute bill. 

Companion provisions of S. 1126 which 
require unions to file certain information 
subject to public inspection are equally 
acceptable. Most of thfs information is 
now either filed with the Bureau of In
ternal Revenue under the tax laws or 
constitutes matter of general public 
knowledge made available by the unions 
themsel'Yes. The substitute bill would, 
however, cause this information to be 
filed with and made public by the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue in o.rder 
to avoid duplication of effort and the 
tremendously increased costs of main
taining these files, which would other
wise be imposed upon the Department of 
Labor. · 

We of the minority do not se.e the 
wisdom of permitting suits in the Fed
eral courts concerning the violation of 
collective-bargaining agreements re
gardless of the amount involved or of 
the constitutional requirement of di
versity of citizenship. It is clear that the 
-Federal courts are already ·open to these 
suits where the present Federal require
ments are met, and we object to burden
ing them with a host of petty litigatio,n 

• not heretofore countenanced in any· way. 
The State . courts are adequate for the 
purposes of these petty suits. We· have 
nonetheless found that there is a pres
ent 1nab1Hty. of Fe.deral courts to permit 
union assets to be reached easily in the 
few States where the application of 
State. procedural laws prevent suits 
against unincorporated associations. 
For this reason section 601 would grant 

. jurisdiction in otherwi~e justiciable con
tract actions where suit is brought by 
or against a union in its common name. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I regard the program 
contained in this substitute bill as the 
soundest and most. effective method. of 
reforming our national laws on labor re
lations. It avoids such harsh and un
realistic measures as those restricting the 
normal development of welfare funds. 
It permits the voluntary use of indus
try-wide bargaining and resort to .legit
imate boyJotts in furtherance of sound 
union objectives. It would strengthen 
the excellent mediation machinery of the 
Federal Government without imposing 
experimentally novel and administra
tively grotesque structures and devices 
to the utter confusion of management, 
labor, and the Government itself. This 
act possesses all the teeth that any law 
of this kind needs in order to achieve the 
industrial peace which :Qas appeared so 
important to us in our discussion of this 
subject. 

Moreover, this substitute is consistent 
with the recommendations of President 
Truman in his state of the Union mes
sage delivered to us last January. It is 
sure to receive a ready acceptance at the 

White House, whereas the presen~ bill
already severe-is being laden with 
damaging amendments, and will have to 
run : the gantlet of a conference on a 
much more stringent House measure 
which would warr~nt an immediate veto. 

I repeat, Mr. President, this substitute 
is not a complete answer to every labor 
problem, but it is the best answer this 
Senate can give at the present time. 
Some problems, seemingly pressing or 
insoluble, will undoubtedly work them
selves out in the absence of legislation. 
Others may eventually require wise con· 
sideration and control by appropriate 
laws. I do not believe, however, that we 
can devise an adequate remedy at , any 
time· to every national ache and pain. 
Nonetheless, I feel that it is the duty of 
the Congress to investigate every symp
tom and to la:y bare every fact which may 
reveal the cause and cure of industrial 
disputes. · 

I therefore urge that we seriously con-· 
sider the creation of · a Temporary Joint 
Commission To. Investigate Causes of La
bor Disputes, to be created in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Presi
dent, as provided unde:t: title V of the 
substitute .. bill, and ·to be composed of 12 
members equally appointed from both 
Houses of Congress and of 8 representa
tives of management, labor, and the pub
lic, ·to be appointed · by the President. 
This. Commission would have full sub
pena powers to itid in its duties. It would 
be directed to make a preliminary report 
at the next session of Congress, on Jan
uary 5, 1948; and it would have to sub
mit . a final report not later than April 
15, · 1948, presenting the results of its 
fin<;lings and its recommendations for 
further legislation. 

In that way-and only in that way
shall we be fulfilling our obligations to 
the American people, with due regard for 
the rights and interests of all. 

E~IT A 
[From the Washington Star of Aprll 25, 1947] 

CONCILIATION SERVICE 

One provision of the House and. the Senate 
labor b1lls which deserves more careful con
sideration than it seems to have received is 
that which takes the Conclliation Service 
out of the Department of LabOr and sets it 
up as an independent agency. 

The reasons for this move are obscure. 
One theory seems to be that since the De
partment of Labor 1s charged with the duty 
of representing labor, a subordinate agency 
of the Department cannot function fairly in 
a mediatory role.. Another argument is that 
the present set-~p brings · the Government 
into labor dtspl.}tes in a partisan role. 

Actually, however, no evidence has been 
produced to show that the Conclllation Serv
ice has functioned either as a prolabor or as 
a political agency .. On the contrary, there ts 
much testimony on the record from spokes
men for management and labor that the 
Service as currently constituted has func
tioned impartially and effectively. One of the 
tew recommendations upon which the Presi
dent's labor-management conference of 1946 
could agree called for .. reorganization of the 
United States Conciliation Service to the end 
that it will be established as an effective and 
completely impartial agency within the De
partment." The reorganlzatlon of the Serv
ice wlthln the Department 'has taken place, 
its effectiveness is attested by the settlement 
of niore than 18',000 disputes last year, and 
there is no complaint of partiality. So why 
take it out of the Labor Department? 

Another proposed change w.hich deserves 
more scrutiny is the provision for a 60-day 
waiting period before a labor contract can 
be abrogated. At best, the usefulness of 
this Is dubious, and ·many experienced nego
tiators believe that It actually makes more 
difticult the adjustment of disputes. In any 
event, it is a. point ·which should get more 
. attention during the Senate debate than it 
has received in committee. · 

' A final point, but an Important one, has 
to do with fUnds tor this agency. The Con
cmation Service has been doing a good job. 
But ·Congress now is considering a reduction 
in its funds and a complete revamping of 
its organizational structure. With the pros
pects for future industrial harmony being 
none too good, the legislators would be well 
advised . to look a little more carefully before 
they take this leap. 

ExHIBIT B 
[From the Washington Post· of April 26, 19471 

SENATE LABOR l!IILL 

As debate on the Taft bill got under way 
in the Senate yesterday, its superiority over 
the labor reform bill passed by the House 
was generally conceded. The Senate Com
mittee ,on Labor and· Public ·welfare was less 
impetuous than was the House. It brought 
in a bill dealing with a· great many phases 
of labor-management relations, ·but it didn't 
try to sweep Into one measure every sugges-

. tion that had · been made to it. The com
parative modesty of the. bUl is further mus
trated by its provision for a joint committee 
on labor-management relations to conduct a 
thorough study of this· momentous subject. 

In short, the Senate recognizes that it 1s 
better to correct the most glaring defect!! in 
the present law and take anpther l90k at the 
problem next year when the results. of the 
first wave of reforms can be more effectively 
appraised. 

This seems to us to reflect much b.etter 
judgment than was evident in the all-out 
impetuous gesture of the House. There is no 
occasion for cracking down. There is an oc
casion for enactment_ of reasonable and just 
legislation that will curb the grave abuse of 
power by many labor groups in recent years. 
We hop'e that the Senate will act with deter
mination, but also with wisdom arid a ma
ture sense of restraint. That, in our view, 
is the essence of the democratic method. 

Unquestionably the Senate bill could be 
Improved in many respects. It seems to us a 
mistake to lift the Conclliation Service; what
ever it may be called, out of .the Department 
of Labor. Work toward the settlement of 
industrial disputes 1s perhaps the foremost 
function of the Department. If Congress 
continues to chip off segments of the Depart
ment, it wm no longer have a raison d'etre. 
Nor does the b111 go as tar as we think it 
should in strengthening the important con
ciliation functiot;i. 'l;'he concmators ought to 
have a chance to settle disputes affecting in
terstate commerce before and not after strikes 
are called. We should much prefer the Com
mittee for Economic Development's plan of 
postponing strikes for a brief period while 
the concUiators are at work. Nevertheless, 
this section of the blll Is on the credit side, 
except that it tends to splinter the Labor 
Department. 

Some notable advantages may be seen in 
the Senate plan to reorganize the National 
Labor Relation ; Board. The Taft b111 would 
give the NLRB seven members instead of 
three, making possible two panels consist
ing of th,.ee or more members to speed up 
the disposition of cases. Even more impor
tant is the listing of unfair labor practices 
on the part of unions. 'lhis should have 
been doile, of course, when the act was origi
nally passed. One of the reasons why senti
ment for labor reform now tends to run to 
extremes is the long-standing bias of the law 
in its special regard for the rights of some 
and total disregard for the rights of others. 
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Without !!S~Uming to approve this entire 
section ()f a technical. bi_ll, we appla_ud t~e 
determination of both Houses of Congress to 
restore this balance. 

Something must also ~e done to give the 
Government power to deal with strikes that 
imperil t~e national safety or welfare. We 
do not think, however, that the Senate Com
mittee has dpne much better .than the House 
in handling this delicate problem. It would 
permit such strikes to be halted by ~njunc
tion upon reqnest of the Attorney General 
after he has had an investigation made by 
a board of inquiry. An injunction might 
remain in effect 60 days and the Board in 
that period could subject the parties to the 
pressures of publicity. An election would 
finally be held, if no settlement were other
wise effected', in which the employees would 
be &.Sked if they wished to accept the last 
offer of their employers. Then the injunc
tion would be discharged and the President 
would report the whole proceedings to Con
gress. Surely the Senate can dp better than 
this in creating · a protective device that will 
save our economy from paralysis and at the 
same time be fair to employees and employ
ers alike. We hope that the Senate will sub
ject the bill to the same rigid scrutiny that 
it gave the Greek-aid bill, with the single 
purpose of effecting improvements without 
weakening any of the safeguards now recog
nized as. being essential to. make collective 
bargaining · work. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, t think 
the Senator from Montana has given a 
rather comprehensive and clear expla
nation of the provisions of the substitute 
and of the distinctions between it and 
the bill reported by the committee. 

The substitute was sent to the desk 
only a short time ago. Of course, Sen
ators have had no opportunity to ex
amine it or to attend in large numbers 
to hear the remarks of the Senator from 
Montana. 

Therefore, I wonder whether it would 
be inappropriate to suggest the · reason
ableness of having the matter go over 
until the Senate resumes its session at 
11 o'clock on Monday, at which time 
debate on the substitute or upon the 
committee bill may be resumed. I 
should like to address the Senate at that 
time upon the subject. 

I wish to repeat what I said a mhile 
ago, that I personally think. the debate 
upon the substitute and the bill should 
run certainly through Monday. At any 
time after Monday, beginning with the 
session on Tuesday, I personally shall be 
ready to vote on the substitute or on 
any amendments or upon the qu·estion 
of the final passage of the bill. I think 
it not unwise or unreasonable that the 
Senate debate at least through Monday, 
or have the privilege of debate at least 
through Monday, the substitute or any 
other possible amendments to the bill 
itself. Neither the proponents nor the 
opponents of th~ main bill have had any 
appreciable time to address themselves 
to the bill as a whole or to the substitute 
as a whole, which in an affirmative way 
present alternative approaches to the 
problem. 

So, Mr. President, at this time of the 
night I see no necessity for detaining 
the Senate, when Senators have not had 
an opportunity to read the substitute 
or to hear the explanation which has 
been made of it. So I wonder whether 
the· aeting majority leader will be dis- _ 
posed to move that the Senate take a 

recess until Monday, If so, and if it is 
consistent with the pleasure of the ma
jority leader and of the Senate, I should 
like to address myself t'o the substitute 
and to the bill, beginning with the session 
on Monday. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 
quite sure in my own mind that the sug
gestion made by the able Senator from 
Florida is fair. I think the substitute 
should be debated, and I think we should 
look it over. 

In view of ·the request which has been 
made and in view of the inability to ob
tain a unanimous-consent agreement in 
regard to the time for voting, if agree
able to the Senate I should like now to 
suggest that the Senate take a recess 
until Monday at 11 a. m. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
say that I hope the Senate will take a 
recess at this time, and that the substi
tute will be printed. · 

I had not expected to speak on this 
subject; but in view of the form into 
which I think this proposed labor legis
lation is shaping itself, I shall desire to 
speak after the Senator from Florida and 
9ther Senators who may wish to speak 
are heard from, because I do not think it 
worth while for the Senate to pass a 
labor bill which will mean absolutely 
nothing to the American people. 

AD:pl'rJ:ONAL BILLS INTRODUCED 

Additional bills· were introduced, read 
the first time, and by unanimous con
sent, the second time, and referred as 
follows: 
- (Mr. AIKEN introduced Senate b111 1263, 

for the relief of fire district No. 1 . of the 
town of Colchester, Vt., which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary and ap
pears under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. REVERCOMB: 
S. 1264. A bill to extend the time within 

which alien fiancees or nances of members 
of the armed forces may be admitted into 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

FffiE DISTRICT NO. 1, COLCHESTER, VT. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, at . there
quest of the Prudential Committee of 
Fire District No. 1, of the town of Col
chester, Vt., I ask unanimous consent to 
introduce for ·appropriate reference a 
bill. I request that an explanatory state
ment I have prepared be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the bill will be received and 
appropriately referred, and without ob
jection, the statement presented by the 
Senator from Vermont will be presented 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill <S. 
1263) for the relief of fire district No. 1 
of the town of Colchester, Vt., intro
duced by Mr. AIKEN, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR AIKEN 

In 1941 the fire district was in the process 
of building a new sewer line as a WPA proj
ect. At the same time the Army was seeking 
new sewerage facil1ties necessitated by the 
expansion of Fort Ethan Allen, which borders 
upon the fire district. The Army and the 

fire district entered into an agreement 
whereby the Army was to take over and com
plete the sewer line for the district in con
sideration of the district's allowing the Army 
to tap onto and use the sewer. In this 
agreement the Army reserved the right to 
repair and did in fact repair one break in 
1943. 

In . the latter part of the same year other 
breaks occurred which the Army would not 
repair. The district subsequently made the 
repairs. at a cost of $10,562.07. For this ex
penditure the district was reimbursed by the 
Congress by Private Law 473, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, approved December 13, 1944. 

Again in 1946 brealts occurred in the sewer 
which were repaired by the district. The 
total cost was $30,190.16 and it is the pur
pose of this bill to reimburse the district 
for this sum. 

The Army has heretofore admitted that 
these numerous breaks were caused by the 
failure to use proper construction methods 
originally. 

I have consulted with the Oftice of the 
Legislative Counsel and they have informed 
me that, in their opinion, this bill is not 
banned by the Legislative Reorganiu.tion 
Act of 1946, inasmuch as this claim arises 
from the contract between the . Army and 
the fire district and therefore is not cog
nizable under the Federal Tort Claims Act. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

Mr. WHERRY. I now move that the 
Senate take a recess until Monday next, 
at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to: and <at 8 
o'Glock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Semite 
took a recess until Monday, May 12,1947, 
at 11 o'clock a.m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
. FRIDAY, MAY 9, 194~ 

The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., o:t!ered the following 
prayer: 

0 Saviour of the world, as we tread the 
aisles of life, make us one with our fel
low men-one in fa~th, one in sacrifice, 
and one in endurance. As Thou dost 
teach us the larger meaning of human 
life, make us humbly glad to live in these 
challenging times; may we not shun, 

. but glory, in the pain which provides the 
elements of victory, thus making the 
wrath of man to praise Thee. 

Do Thou bless our Speaker and the 
Congress. In these hours of honest 
striving, enable them to fulfill their high
est aims, that contentment may abound 
with industry and that all may be 
brought within the circle of peace and 
happy hearthstones. 0 fashion all lives, 
from the humblest to the chiefest, put
ting virtue above success and devotion 
to our Lord above every other loyalty. 
Use us in enriching the lives of others 
and by our ministry bring them to the 
heights. In the name of Him who said 
to all men: "Our Father." Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, . announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 

• 
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House is requested, a bill of the House of 
t;M following title: 

H. R. 1098. An act to authorize the segre
gation and expenditure of trust funds held in 
joint ownership by the Shoshone and Arapaho 

' Tribes of the Wind River Reservation. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD and include an editorial appear
ing in the Paterson (N. J.) Evening News. 

GREEK-TURKISH AID 

Mr. LEFEVRE. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of th~ gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEFEVRE. Mr. Speaker, right 

after President Truman delivered his 
message to the Congress, asking aid for 
both Turkey and Greece, I realized that 
this would be the most important arid 
far-reaching problem we in the Congress 
would be asked to decide this session. 
For this reason I immediately brought 
this matter to the attention of my con
stituents through my next news letter. 
In that letter I tried to give an unbiased 
opinion and asked for comments from 
those who had studied the probrem. The 
letters that followed that request were 
very encouraging. I was pleased to learn 
that many of my people had· already 
given serious thought to this drastic 
change in. our foreign policy. The ma
jority of my constituents favored our 
giving aid, but a large percentage felt 
that the United Nations. should not be 
bypassed. 

As the debate on this bill continues, 
many feel that the United Nations, im
perfect as it is, must be given the op
portunity to determine what is tbe best 
procedure. From the beginning I have 
supported the United Nations organiza
tion, hoping that this representative 
group would become so strong and ef
fective we might forever be assured of 
everlasting peace. Millions all over the 
world, I am sure, have that same hope. 
Let us not be ready to throw the United 
Nations out of the window until we have 
given it a real test and a fair trial. How
ever, if it is proved during the debate 
that action is imperative and that the 
United Nations cannot at this time take 
care of this proposition, I feel I shall 
vote for the bill because I believe its 
passage is essential for our national se
curity. As a nation, we cannot a1Iord 
to sit back and rest on our laurels. This 
is a world problem, and as the leading 
nation in this world, we have our re
sponsibilities. We, as a nation, have 
talked of preserving liberty, of promoting 
democracy and freedom. History has 
proved that we cannot sit back and ac
complish these things. Personally. I do 
not believe the passage of this bill means 
war. Quite to the contrary, I believe it 
expresses the willingness on the part 
of our great country to fight totalitarian
ism, and this fact will stamp out the 
threats calculated to destroy liberty. 

BAS UNCLE SAM PORGO'ITEN OUR 
OLD POLKS? 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, we are 

now considering opening the Public 
Treasury to send $400,000,000 overseas, 
much of which, according to plan, is to 
be used for developing the resources, 
economy, and for relief of the peoples of 
foreign lands, some of whom did not join 
with us in the recent war. The United 
States since the war's end has made 
available for world aid $21,058,422,818. as 
follows: 
Contributions: 
~ --------------------- $29,289,849 
UNRRA----------------- 2, 700, 000, 000 vvorld Balll[ _____________ 3,175,ooo,ouo 

VVorld Fund ------------ 2, 750,000, 000 
Lend-lease-------------- 2,163, ooo. 000 

Other advances: 
Suxplus property _______ 1,148,000,000 
Loans to Great Britain, 

Philippines---------- 4. 390, 000,000 
VVar Department grants_ 1. 771,926,298 
Export-Import Bank____ 2, 931, 209, 176 

Total---------------- 21,058,422,818 

Would it not be good judgment while 
considering this huge expenditure for 
the Congress to grant some relief- tQ the 
old folks here in America as well? · There 
are in excess of 10,000,000 American citi
zens over the age of 60 years, many of 
them in want and distress, yet the Con
gress bas denied their appeals down 
through the years for some relief. Many 
of them receive a stipend of old-age as
sistance of less than $10 per month and 
the average is a little more than $25 a 
month, while living costs are mounting 
skyward. I urge consideration of H. R. 
16 now while these funds are still avail
able to give some ray of hope to our old 
folks at home. Let us bring the b1ll out 
on the floor for a debate and passage. 

GREEK-TURKISH AID 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcoan. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no-objection. 
Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, the 

people of my district want to stop com
munism and want to give reasonable aid 
to the peoples of Europe. I have not 
participated in the debate of H. R. 2616, 
known as the loan to Greece and Turkey, 
as I felt certain others here were more 
qualified to speak on the subject. So 
for 3 days I have sat and listened, and 
have come to the definite conclusion that 
this undertaking, which would give $400,-
000,000, including an unknown amount of 
military aid to Turkey and Greece, is the 
first step in a program which would even
tually become world-wide in scope. Fur
ther, I am convinced that this admin
istration is again starting on an over-all 
plan to extend aid, both financial and 
military, to Great Britain, France, Italy, 
Germany. Austria, China, Korea, Iraq, 

Arabia, Iran, and possibly -some other 
countries, including Russia. ·We are 
again starting to use ~erican. dollars 
and soldiers to settle the political and 
domestic quarrels of a foreign nation, 
which is contrary to American tradition. 

In my opinion this contemplated pro
gram will cost ten to fifteen billion dol
lars, and might possibly lead to war. · I 
recall what Mr. Churchill. former Prime 
Minister of Great Britain. said before the 
Second World War, and I quote: "Give 
us the implements and we will do the 
job.'• 

Certainly this program is open to criti
cism. Government officials are not tak
ing the people into their confidence. 
Wh.v does our State Department not tell 
the true and full picture of where this 
program might lead? The people will 
have to contribute every dollar. and if 
the worst should com~if war should 
develop as a result of the clash of ide
ologies-the people would have to do the 
fighting, the suffering. and the dying. 

Mr. Speaker, each Member of Congress 
has an obligation to support his con
science and his own convictions. and 
some of us, at least, have a deep con
viction that this bill, H. R. 2616, the loan 
to Greece and Turkey, is going to lead 
us right down the road to bread lines, 
bankruptcy, or to war a.ll over the world. 

EXTENSION OF B.lDfARKS 

Mr. LARCADE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks fn the 
REcoRD and include an editorial appear
ing in the New Orleans Times-Picayune. 

Mr. DEANE asked aud was given per
i:nission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. . 

OUR NEW FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. PFEIFER. Mr. Speaker, l ask 
unanimous consent to extend my . re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr~ PFEIFER. Mr. Speaker, the mes

sage of President Truman to Congress on 
March 12, 1947, promulgated a new 
American foreign. policy, in propusing to 
extend financial and military aid to 
Greece and Turkey, and to asume new 
political responsibilities 1n the Mediter
ranean area. 

This new step imposes upon us, as 
American citizens, a grave responsibility 
and because of our special interest and 
knowledge of the conditions in the Near 
East, I would like to present certain im
portant facts for the serious considera
tion of our Government, and point out 
the far-reaching implications of the pro
posed new foreign policy in the Near 
East. 

We saved the world from Hitlerism at 
a cost of $300,000,000,000 plus the loss of 
hundreds of thousands of lives of our 
American youth. Now we are Rsked to 
save the world from communism at a 
cost that can neither be estimated n_or 
predicated. This first request of $400,-
000,000 is only the beginning. It means 
that President Truman's new foreign 
policy will also mean tliat Uncle Sam ac-
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cepts the role of world policeman; that 
from now on he will have to furnish the 
military might required to stop trouble 
wherever and whenever it arises· in any 
corner of the world. It will mean that 
he has taken over the responsibilities and 
obligations that we had hoped a strong 
United Nations organization would as-
sume and carry. · 

During the last days of World War II 
conflict we had appeased Russia and per
mitted her to disseminate propaganda 
throughout· eastern Europe, Greece, and 
Italy, thus dominating the greater part 
of that section of the world. Her power 
was felt in Italy and aided materially 
through UNRRA, startling the world 
with its 2,250,000 votes in the last elec
tion. 

Let us not forget that this work was 
carried on in Italy before the very eyes 
of our military government, the very en
trances to their offices· were placarded 
with "Vote Communista." No attempt 
was made then, nor since, in behalf of 
Italy; to ward off this communistic trend. 
Why now the cry to save Greece and Tur
key? Is it to save England's face or. the 
oil fields of Iran and Iraq for the rich 
promoters? How much easier it would 
have been to help Italy after she became 
a cobelligerent, with her problems of re
construction and rehabilitation, rather 
than now by the cry, "Help Greece and 
Turkey to save Italy." 

The proposed Italian peace treaty, 
which is before the Senate today, is a 
drastic one and should not be ratified. 
If ratified in its present form, Italy will 
be rendered helpless before her Commu
nist dominated neighbor Yugoslavia, 
wh'ose dictator, Tito, is a Charlie Mc
Carthy of Stalin . .-

Thus the provisions of the Italian 
peace treaty, that the United States has 
agreed to, go absolutely contrary· to 
President Truman's announced foreign 
policy in connection with aid to Greece 
and Turkey. On the one hand we 
strengthen Stalin's hands by weakening 
Italy, and on the other hand we propose 
to strengthen Greece and Turkey in or
der to block Tito and Stalin. Does this 
make sense? Can Uncle Sam ride with 
the hounds and run with the hare at one 
and the same time? 

Communism cannot be fought with 
bullets. To defeat communism you must 
prevent hunger and starvation. You 
must feed them, shelter them, and clothe 
them. Have we done this for the people 
of Italy? If we had the votes in their 
last election would have been 2,250 in
stead of 2,250,000 Communist votes. 

If America is sincere in fighting com
munism, why then did she, through the 
action of her representatives to the 
United Nations, vote not to recognize 
Franco? Why does she still give aid to 
the communistic forces in the Far East? 

I believe America can enhance her 
prestige and win the admiration and re
spect of the people everywhere only by 
championing the cause of justice and 
decency. 

Wake. up, America. Watch your step. 
You might be sowing the 'seeds of. World 
War III. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak
er, I make the point of order that a quo
rum is not · present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Allen, Dl • • 
Battle 
Bell 
Bland 
Bonner 
Bramblett 
Bulwinkle 
Camp 
Celler 
Chapman 
Clements 
cox 
Crosser 
Curtis 
D'Alesandro 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, lll. 
Dingell 
Dirksen 
Ellsworth 
Fellows 
Fisher 
Fuller 
Gifford 
Gossett 
Grant. Incl. 

[Roll No. 53] 
Gregory Preston 
Hand Reed, Ill. 
Harness, Ind. Rivers 
Hart Sabath 
Hartley St. George 
Hinshaw Sasscer 
Holifield Scott, Hugh 
Horan D .• Jr. 
Jensen · Simpson, Pa. 
Johnson, Ind. Smith, Maine 
Kennedy Smith, Ohio 
Keogh Somers 
McDowell Stanley 
McGarvey Taylor 
Macy , Thomas. N. J. 
Maloney Thomason 
Mansfield, Tex. Vinson 
Meade. Ky. West 
Miller. Call!. Wi!son, Ind. 
Miller, Nebr. Wolcott 
Mitchell Wolverton 

· Morrison Wood 
Norrell Worley 
O'Hara Zimmerman 
Owens 
Ploeser 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 352 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr~ HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute for the purpose. of making 
an announcement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, many 

Members have asked me about the pro
gram in respect to the consideration of 
this bill and final action thereon. So, I 
have asked for this minute in order to 
announce for the information of the 
Members that the consideration ·of the 
bill will continue through the day. If 
it is not finally concluded this evening, 
consideration will continue on tomorrow. 
However, it is hoped that there will be 
sufficient and ample time for . discussion 
of all matters in connection with the bill 
and amendments during the day so that 
action can be concluded this evening. 

CONGRESS WILL HONOR THEM 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, that the 

ideals of American youth are still secure 
and sound foundation material upon 
which the future of the American Gov
ernment may rest with confidence was 
demonstrated here Tuesday when Dick 
Smith, Virginia· Marakle, Ruth Pigott, 

and Virginia Lanham, four Western 
High School students of Washington 
stopped their ears against the godless 
ideology of communism that was being 
preached to them in a lecture and got 
up and marched out of the school build
ing as a fitting rebuke to the speaker, 
a Mrs. Lewis, the Russian-born wife of a 
former American envoy. 

The spirit of Paul Revere was exempli
fied, and their patriotic action will arouse 
millions of Americans throughout our 
land to the dangerous inroads commu
nism is making into our schools and col
leges. Here is a story the press and the 
motion-picture industry of the Nation 
should spread before all the people. It 
will help to clean the Communist cells 
and rat nests out of our institutions of 
learning. 

Congress, the representatives of the 
people, will honor these four fine 
young people in a fitting ceremony 
Tuesday afternon at 5 o'clock in the 
Ways and Means Committee room. It 
is said that· Speaker MARTIN and other 
congressional leaders will eulogize their 
actions. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 

Mr. STRATTON <at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the RECORD and include 
an editorial. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include an article entitled .. In 
the Nation," by Arthur Krock. 

Mr. BECKWORTH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a short article. 

Mr. POTTS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include an editorial appearing in 
the Tablet. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include an editorial 
appearing in the Los Angeles Daily News. 

Mr. WEICHEL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include newspaper items. 

Mr. JONES of Washington asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the Record and include a copy 
of a letter from a constituent to the gen
tleman from Minnesota I Mr. JuDD I. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an ad
dress Our Stake in Greece, delivered 
by Mr. Paul A. Porter before the Chicago 
Council on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DONOHUE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 

· RECORD and include an editorial. 
Mr. BROOKS asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include two telegrams from 
officials of the city of Shreveport. 

Mr. HARRIS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include an editorial on the agri
cultural program. 
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Mr. HESELTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a telegram he re
ceived from, and a telegram he sent to, 
the North Adams Chamber of Commerce. 
ASSISTANCE TO GREECE AND TURKEY 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State or the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 2616) to pro
vide for assistance to Greece and Turkey. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 
2616, with Mr. CASE of South .Dakota in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday there were pending 
an amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT] and an 
amendment to that amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
JUDD]. 

Mr. RANKIN·. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendments 
be again reported. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MuNDT: Page 

2, line 11, after the words "in an advisory ca
pacity only", strike out the semicolon, insert 
a comma and add the following: "Provided, 
b.owever, That not more than 100 such per
sonnel are to be utilized 1n either country -at 
one time under the terms of· this act with
out further authorization from Congress." 

Amendment offered by Mr. JUDD to the 
amendment offered by Mr. MUNDT: Strike out 
the figure "100" and insert the figure "200.'' 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the third day 
that the House has spent in the consid
eration of this legislation. If we go over 
to tomorrow, many of our Members would 
be forced to be away. I sincerely hope, 
and I beiieve it is the hope of us all, that 
we can get through this bill today with 
plenty of time for all the discussion of 
the bill that is necessary. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentleman 
with pleasure. 

Mr. RICH. It seems to me this is one 
of the most important pieces of legisla
tion that has ever come before the Con
gress. If, in order to get a vote on this 
bill today, they are going to try to rush 
it through, the Nation will suffer irrepa
rable damage I think you should con
tinue this for a week or ·a month if nec
essary. I do not think yo~ 'ought to try 
to close it today. It ought to continue 
until ·iihe American people know what is 
happening. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman that this is very im
portant legislation, ·but I believe that the 
mtelligence iS so high in this boqy that 
we ought to be able to solve the problem 
in 4 days. So far as I am concerned, I 
am willing to go on until the end of 
time. 

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to th~ pro forma amend
ment. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAmMAN. Does the gentle
man from New Hampshire yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. MERROW. I do not yield for 
that purpose, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I want the people of 
my district and the people of the country 
to know that I am vigorously supporting 
this legislation without cripplip~ amend
ments because of its political, strategic, 
and, if you please, especially because of 
its military aspects.. · 

I wonder what we are afraid of. The 
security of the United States is at stake. 
There are no longer any frontiers. Our 
interests are global. What has hap
pened during the past few years? Mr. 
Stalin and his associates have expanded 
as rapidly as possible. They have spread 
communism wherever and whenever pos
sible. They have organized Communist 
Parties in every country where it is pos
sible to organize them, · including our 
own. ·They have not kept their solemn 
agreements,. including Potsdam, Yalta, 
and the Atlantic Charter. They have 
not lived up to the spirit of the United 
Nations. 

Furthermore, in reference to Greece, 
Moscow-controlled Communists are ready 
to take over~ In connection with TUr
key, Russia has demanded bases on the 
Dardanelles. From the activities of Rus
sia ·it is .apparent that the Soviet Union 
is on the road to world domination. 

I would like to know how much longer 
this. country is going to be .insulted. by 
those who are in control of the Soviet 
Government before we are willing to take 
firm action. How much longer do both 
sides of our face have to be slapped be
fore we are willing to take a stand? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MERROW. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RANKIN. Would not this amend
ment or either of them be an appease
ment of Russia and tie the hands of our 
administration? 

Mr. MERROW. Exactly. I am gla,d 
the gentleman has made this obse:rva
tion. We tried appeasement through the 
1930's. We tried to appease Hitler, and 
we failed. Since the end of World War 
II we· have been trying to appease Soviet 
Russia, and we have completely failed. 
In addition, the Russians have deadlocked 
·every conference, and now they hope that 
we will become weary with exhaustion 
and finally begin to make compromises 
on principles. . · 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MERROW. I yield. 
Mr. RANKIN.· The outside · limit of 

this amendment fs 200 men. Russia has 
more spies than that in this countn: 
now. 

Mr. MERROW. Exactly. She has 
the largest land army in the world.. I 
wonder if it is not possible for us to learn 
from the all too recent bitter lesson of 
history. When Mr. Hitler invaded the 
Rhineland, many said it was no concern 
of ours. We were not w1111ng to do any
thing about it. We insisted that we 

would .keep out of European diftlculties. 
I say, if .we had had the Truman doctrine 
then, , a. doctrine which I hope will be
come the American · doctrine, we prob;. 
ably would have avoided World War II. 
This .is recent history. Within the last 
few years we have seen history repeating 
itself. 

We are attempting to limit the number 
of military men we are to send to Greece 
and Turkey. Whatever number is nec
essary to send in order to stop the Rus
sian march to world domination ought 
to be sent. We ought to take an im
mediate stand. 

The alternative to action in the Med
iterranean area is too horrible and too 
awful to contemplate. If Turkey falls, 
as has been said again and again, then 
the eastern Mediterranean will go and 
finally the Mediterranean will become 
a . So-viet lake. All of · Europe will be 
under the control of Russia.- This will 
mean trouble and we will not have the 
time for preparation · we had in World 
War n. There will be no England or 
France to give us time to get ready. 
One of th.e·_best things we -can do in this 
country is to establish and keep a strong 
Army and a. strong Navy. Yesterday 
I was glad to hear someone- make a plea 
for a strong air force. I have often said 
we. should maintain air supremacy at 
all costs. I . believe that firm -and -res
olute action now will save millions of 
American lives in the future. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Hampshire has 
expired. · 

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes in order to answer. the 
gentleman's questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Hampshire [Mr. MERROW]? 

There was no objection. . 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

n;tan, will ~he g.entleman yield? 
Mr. MERROW. I yield. 

'Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I agree 
absolptely with the gentleman's state
ment with reference to appeasement. 
However, would it . not be much more 
forthright for us to ask ior mobilization 
of our forces now? 

Mr. MERROW. That may be; and if 
you are wUling to do that, why should 
you opp~se this bill and advocate crip
pling amendments? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MERROW. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I as

sume the gentleman would also favor the 
proposition of stopping any shipment of 
essential materials to Russia or any coun- · 
.try dominated by Russia? 

Mr. MERROW. Well, the gentleman 
may be talking about the recent lend
lease agreement, which is another sub
ject. We entered into solemn agree
ments. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Cer
tainly, the gentleman has stated that 
Russi~ lias broken every agreement she 
has made with our country. 

Mr. MERROW. That is .right. 
-Mr . . AUGUST , H. ANDRESEN. And 

still the gentleman wants us to go 
through with the other agreement. 
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Mr. MERROW. I did not state that I 

wished to go through with the agree- · 
ments. I think they should ·be carefully 
considered and if it is necessary to stop 
communism, we should stop shipments. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MERROW. I ·yield. 
Mr. RICH. If we are to try to stop 

communism in Greece and Turkey, why 
do we not go out to the Uline Arena 
where there are 400 of them right now 
in our own city? 

Mr. MERROW. All right. I am will
ing to stop communism in the United · 
States, but that is no argument against 
action to halt .the march of Russia to 
world domination. If Europe falls. and 
the Mediterranean and oil of the Persian 
Gulf is cut off, the United States is in 
pe1il. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MERROW. I yield. 
Mr. JIOFFMAN. The substance of 

your remarks, as I understand them, is 
you think that war with Russia is inevita
ble. If you believe that, why do you not 
ask for a declaration of war? 

Mr. MERROW. I do not think it is 
inevitable~ but I think the passage of 
this measure will undoubtedly prevent 
war with Russia. ~ 

Mr. HOFFMAN. You are starting it 
no~ . 

Mr. MERROW. If Russia thinks this . 
is a declaration of war, then let ·her 
make the most of it . . 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes. That is what 
you want. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Hampshire has 
again expired. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The, CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, toward 
the close of debate yesterday, according 
to page 4820 of the RECORD, there are 14 
of us who, I thought, were going to be 
given time to speak on this amendment·. 
I just mention that, because I hope we 
will not be shut off in this move to hurry 
this bill through. Are those 14 men still 
to be recognized? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
does not state a parliamentary inquiry. 
However, the Chair will state that no 
request was submitted. · The request was 
withdrawn. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for an inqUiry on 
the matter of procedure? 

Mr. FULTON. I certainly will. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 

chairman of the committee stated this 
morning that he hoped we would finish 
this bill today. He also said he would 
like to have an opportunity for those 
who have not yet been heard to be heard; 
yet the first move when we started the 
debate was for a member of the com
mittee to ask for two additional minutes. 
Now another member of the committee is 
recognized. ·r am very glad to hear him, 

but I am wondering if Members other· Maybe we had better be talking about 
than members of the committee are go- someone else's hands rather than trying 
ing to be heard. I will ask the chair- to. emasculate our own foreign policy. 
man of the committee to answer my I am against· the amendment offered 
question. by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 

Mr. EATON. That, I think, rests on JUDD] and against the amendment of
the initiative of the Members themselves fered by the gentleman from South Da
who want to be heard. I decline to ac- kota [Mr. MUNDT], for another ·reason: 
cept responsibility for parceling out the The numbers 100 and 200 suggested by 
time. each of these men in their respective 

Mr. HOFFMAN. But under the rule, amendments have no relationship to 
the Chairman perforce must recognize actuality, they have no relationship to 
members of the committee first. any reason. They are numbers just 

Mr. EATON. The chairman of the taken out of the air because they said: 
committee did not make the rules and "Well, Secretary Patterson estimated 10 
declines-to accept-responsibility for them. to 40." The gentleman from South Da

Mr. HOFFMAN. No; but he does have kota said "I will double it," and then the 
some restriction, I . suppose, over· the gentleman from Minnesota came along 
members of the committee. and said: "I will double Mr. MUNDT's fig

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, how ure." Now, if you arejust going to reach 
much of my time has been consumed? around and pick figures out of the air 

The CHAIRMAN. One minute of the you are· going to tie the handcuffs on 
gentleman's time has been consumed. yourselves without knowing their size. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
unanimous consent to proceed for two gentleman yield? 
additional minutes. Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, unless · Mr. JuDO. Will the gentleman read 
some-other Members of the House are go- the language on page 4 of the commit
ing to ,. be recognized other than mem- tee report, in the paragraph headed 
hers of the committee, I will have to ob- "Kind of military assistance proposed." 
ject to future requests of this nature. The· committee made this -official state-

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman ment to the Congress and the world: 
from Pennsylvania asks unanimous con- . Testimony of Government witnesses indi
sent to extend his time for two additional cates that the m111tary mission to Greece 

would probably not exceed 40, and the naval 
minutes. Is there objection? mission would probably be less. In the case 

There was no objection. . of Turkey it is. expected that the missions 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman. would not be larger. 

from Pennsylvania will be recognized for 
the balance of his 5 minutes and for two Is that picked out of thin air? 
additional minutes.. Mr. FULTON. All right; then why 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I hope did the gentleman say "200"? Why did 
to nail down these two amendments that not the gentleman stay closer to 40? 
have been submitted to tie the hands of Mr. JUDD. I was allowing for emer
the American· Government .and to keep gencies that might arise. I do not, . as 
our representatives from exercising good I said yesterday, want to limit in the 
administrative sense either now or in slightest degree the United States. But 
the future under the future circum- the Congress which has the responsi
stances as they arise. , bility under the Constitution for declar-

Why do I say I am against these ing war ought to make clear to the colin
amendments? Because they say to the try· in the bill itself what the limitations 

· are that the Congress of the United 
world-and they are sponsored by very States is placing on the military of the 
fine members of our Foreign Affairs United States in line with what the com
Committee-that they tie the hands of mittee states in its official report is its 
America. Why not include in the 
.amendments a similar provision that understanding of those limitations. 
would bind Joe Stalin's hands? If theY Mr. FULTON. The trouble with the 
would modify the amendments and say gentleman's estimate is th~t he is only 
that they are going to bind Joseph Stalin taking into consideration little emergen
just as they are going to bind the Secre- cies·. He is not taking the big ones into 
tary of War, the Secretary of the Navy consideration. 
and the Secretary of State and the Pres- If we will notice the reason for putting 
ident; then I. too, would be for the these amendments in, and if we will 
amendments. · look at them the way the gentlemen 

themselves look at them we may get an 
Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, ·will idea. For instance, the gentleman from 

the gentleman yield? · South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT] said in com-
Mr. FULTON. I · yield to the distin- mittee: 

guished gentleman from Tennessee. 
Mr. JENNINGS. It seems to me like I think it would be very comforting to the 

an invitation to Joe Stalin to come and American public to have this limit. 
get us. In effect it says: "Come and get The gentleman has forgotten that it · 
us. We are over here helpless, innocu- will be comforting to Joe Stalin and a lot 
ous. inane; come and get us." of people over there too. . 

Mr. FULTON. That is a very . fine The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
statement, Judge. JuDD] says: 

It was the gentleman from Connect!- I think we could pick up a great many 
cut [Mr. LODGE], who said oh yesterday: votes here 1n the House of Representatives 

if wa were all assured and voted for these 
It seems to me that this amendment is amendments. 

just-one more illustration of the thought a 
great many people have, that if we on~y tie I' disagree with the gentleman fro,m 
otu ov.:n hands we are ~:~ate. Minnesota on that and will not change 
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this bill to pick up votes. We take it the 
way it is or leave it. We have to look the 
problem straight in the face and not 
avoid it by amendment. We better meet 
the issue and not try to hang a little 
sweetmeat on the bill to attract votes. 
I am not here to attract votes. 

It has been brought out by the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. Junnl that 
the Secretary said one thing. However, 
the Secretary came back to an executive 
session and said he had made a mistake. 
The gentleman from California [Mr. 
JACKSO-N], a member of our pommittee, 
very ably brought that out when he said 
yesterday that the Secretary stated in 
the second hearing it would be most 
unwise to tie the hands of his Depart
ment and the Navy Department in ref
erence to this point. 

The gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. 
BoLTON] said she is for these amend
ments because the purpose of the pro
posal, as she sees it, is not troops but it 
is economy. 

People do want to economize. May I 
say that if you are trying to guess far 
ahead on economy in the future in a 
world such as we have today, you better 
try to do some real guessing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has . ex
pired. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. ts there objection 
· to the request of the gentleman from 

· Pennsylvania? 
Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I hope that I shall not 

burden you again by my suggestions in 
regard to this bill, and I think I shall 
not, but it lies deeply in my heart the 
thing that we are considering at this 
time, and I felt impelled to say ·what I 
have said and now feel impelled to speak 
again. The difference between you and 
me is simply this: I am not alarmed like 
you who are supporting this bill are. 
Christianity has been a religion in this 
world for about 2,000 years, yet less than 
half of the people of. the world have 
accepted it. No philosophy, whether 
true or untrue, is going to sweep this 
world like you say it will. Communism 
ts not going to make the inroads that 
you say it will. 

I respect your sincerity; I know you 
are honest, honorablt, and upright men 
and women; I know you are capable men 
and women; I know you want to do the 
right thing; but, in my judgment, you 

· are doing the wrong thing. My judg
ment is that yOt: are filled with fear and 
hysteria that has been superinduced by 
publicity to the point where you have 
lost your heads and you are going to 
do an unseemly thing because of all this 
propaganda. Now, that is my judg
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had some ex
periences in my own life that have t;:mght 
me some things. 
. For _instance, I was a kid 18 years old 
and I enlisted as a soldier in the First 
World War. I fought in half a dozen of 
the bloodiest battles ever fought in that 
World war. They told us most every day 

in the newspapers that the Germans 
were cutting the arms off of Belgian chil
dren, crucifying Canadian soldiers, pitch
ing up children and catching them on 
their bayonets. I got over there and 
found that none of that was true. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen of this Com
mittee, I call your attention to the fact 
that when people become alarmed, when 
they become scared, when they become so 
zealous about a situation, they always 
overstate the case, and the case here is 
being overstated, I tell you. Logic 
teaches me that communism cannot de
feat democracy. If we will just sit steady 
in the boat and serve our people well in 
this great country of ours, if we will give 
them the service they are entitled to, we 
will stop communism in its tracks. It 
cannot get anywhere in the world. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. MORRIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. I understood the gentle
man to say that he has no fear of Rus
~ian expansion in this area. If so, if 
there is no desire on the part of Russia to 
move into this area, what difference will 
it make · how many people we have over 
there? Whom will we harm? Whom will 
we offend? If Russia has no expansionist 
desires, how are you going to offend any
body by sending these people over there? 

Mr. MORRIS. I did not say that 
Russia has ~o expansionist desires. Of 
.course they have expansionist desires. 
But my point is, they cannot expand like 
you say they can. We will resist them. 
The people of the other nations will re
sist them and the world will resist them. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman 
means that the 200 will resist them and 
that the 200 will be adequate to inspire 
those people to stand up against the 
largest army in the world? Or had we 
not better tell those people we are going 
to back them up? Is not that what this 
is for? We are telling them we are back
.ing them up with all we have. 

Mr. MORRIS. Give me time to an
swer the question, if you please. I want 
to retain in the power of this Congress 
the right to declare war, and it we send 
them over there, with unlimited power, 
and do not reserve the constitutional 
right to declare war, we do not know 
what kind of an incident is going to hap
pen, and they could send an army over 
there and we would be helpless, and· we 
may be catapulted into a war, with the 
hatred that so many seem to have in 
their hearts, with the desire. that. we seem 
to have, and I am sorry to say, my 
friends, ·but the desire we seem to have, 
~ is exemplified here every day, is to 
practically run the world.. That is the 
program we are getting into. I know 
our purpose is noble; of course it is. I 
know we are going in for a noble pur
pose, but we went into the First World 
War with a noble purpose. We were 
going over there to make the world safe 
for democracy. We were going· over 
there to fight a war to end all wars, and 
I fought ,as hard as anybody could fight, 
and it is worse now than it was then. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired, 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike ·out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, we are today consider
ing what kind of assistance we propose 
to give to two cou·ntries that have asked 
us for help in stemming the tide of influ
ences that is being brought to bear upon 
them by outside forces. We heard in the 
committee many things of deep interest, 
with which many of us were already con
versant. Most of us were in agreement 
with the administration, that it is im
perative for us to do something for these 
countries. 

As the bill is written, what we propose 
is not military action. We do not pro
pose under this bill to replace the gar
rison troops the British have. We have 
been asked for assistance in training; we 
propose to give assistance in training. 
The fact that the Secretary of War, in 
the beginning, said that under 50 men 
were all that would be needed and that 
he later on apparently told the commit
tee that it would be unwise to make such 
a limitation seems to me to present us 
with a very real problem. 

For myself, I should like to see this 
House amend this bill in some fashion 
to make it very clear that what we ·pro
pose to send over there is a training mis
sion and not combat troops. From ·my 
own personal knowledge of the situation, 
I feel that any show of armed troops at 
this time would very likely bring upon 
the world something which neither Rus
sia nor the United States anticipates or 
wants . . I should be exceedingly reluc
tant to believe that we do not have the 
courage to make it very clear that we 
do not propose that kind of action. If 
there ever was a moment in history that 
needs restraint, it is this moment. I 
would urge tUJOn this House the need for 
great wisdom and great restraint in the 
action it takes at this time. 

Naturally, there are going to be many 
interests that are going to try to bring 
pressure upon the War Department and 
the Navy Department to send troops to 
guard whatever is done there. I am very 
reluctant to have us permit ourselves the 
temptation of armed forces. I should 
like to see a very clear definition of what 
it is that we propose to do. It is very 
apparent from the discussion on the floor 
that the Members are not clear as · to 
the intent and purpose in this b1ll, and 
certainly, if the Members are confused, 
·we cannot expect the people to be clear 
in their minds as to what we really ex
pect to do. F'or myself, I do not see this 
as the moment or the occasion for mili
tary troops, and I should prefer to see 
some such statement in the text. I do 
see it very much the occasion for spe
cialists of every sort and kind, includ
ing the military, that there may be a 
rebirth of hope in the hearts of all the 
sorely-tried, freedom-loving people of 
the world. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we all agree 
with the very able remarks just made 
by the gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. 
BoLTON]. Certainly under the language 
of the bill, it is very clear that what she 
so ably stated is the intention of the 
Congress and of our Government. 

I again read the language in the bill, 
and I think it is the strongest language 
the committee could put in other than 
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something along the lines of either one 
of the two pending amendments, which 
I think it would be unwise to adopt. The 
bill says, ''By detailing a limited number 
of members of the military services." 
"Limited" is a word of restriction. It is 
further rest ricted by saying that those 
sent over there cari act only in an ad
visory capacity, and "advisory" certainly 
is a restrictive condition or stipulation. 

I listened with great interest to the re
marks of my very sincere and conscien
tious friend the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MORRIS], and as I listened to 
him the thought 'came to my mind that 
we are living in a very practical world. 
His remarks and utterances might well 
be followed if this were not a rapidly 
changing world and if conditions were 
not so disturbed as they are today anti if 
a 'powerful nation were not challenging 
the civilization and way of life that the 
people of other nations believe in. His 

· remarks carry me to a dream world. I 
share· his hopes, but I cannot come to the 
same conclusions as he does in view of 
the world conditions as they exist today. 

My only interest, like the interest of 
every other Member of the House, is the 
national interest of the United States. 
I say it is in our national interest not to 
let this wave envelop country after coun
try until it envelops all of Europe. If it 
ever reaches that point, it will overrun 
all of Asia and thus actually reach our 
shores. 

My friend from Oklahoma disregards 
the fact that that advancing wave does 
not permit the people to exercise their 
free will in the selection of their govern
ment, that small groups are supported 
directly or indirectly, who then obtain 
control of the government by any means 
possible. When control is taken over 
then the decent elements who resist are 
either driven underground or are liqui
dated by the means and processes that 
are followed by the totalitarian ruler of 
today. 

There is a spirit behind it-a spirit of 
aggression and viciousness. I picked up 
the newspapers of only this morning. 
What do we find as evidence o! that 
spirit? We find an attack on the re
port of former Governor Stassen by Is
vestia, by the Soviet press. That con
stitutes an attack on the American press. 
The purpose of that is· not to spread 
propaganda in the United States because 
it would not have any e~ect except to in
crease our resentment. The purpose of 
that is to spread propaganda in other 
countries that are watching what is tak
ing place between Moscow and Washing
ton, and who are reacting to our failure 
to do something. The purpose of it is 
to spread propaganda throughout the 
world. 

What else do we find? We also find 
Major General Draper in a speech today 
charging that the Soviet State Corpora
tion now holds a total of between 30 per
cent and 40- percent of German indus
try in the Russian-occupied zone. That 
brings up the very question of the Aus
trian peace and why it failed. The Rus
sians wanted to sap Austria's economic 
strength and thus prevent Austria from 
becoming_ a free ap.d independent na
tion. They were willing to give them 
freedom in name· only, but they would 
not give them the means to ~aintain 

that freedom. That is why it was a fail
ure. They have also sapped the juice 
out of the lemon of the Russian zone in 
Germany and now they want to go into 
the American and British zones and sap 
the juice out of the lemon in those two 
zones. But they are not going to do it. 
They want to communize all of Germany. 
That is what is happening. But it is not 
happening through or by the free will of 
the people. 

They charged us recently with having 
our agents in Turkey in civilian dress. 
The same charge was also made against 
the British. Isvestia made that charge. 
What about their agents in the United 
States who are American citizens'? 
What about their agents in other coun
tries who are citizens of that country, 
working in Italy and all of the other 
nations where people are in distress, 
and where a small organized group can 
work more effectively than they can in 
our country? 

I picked up the New York Times only 
this morning and I find that Gromyko 
asked the United Nations to reopen the 
Greek case. .On what ground? In a let
ter he made clear that he was asking 
to open the Greek controversy because 
of the decision of the Council and its 
investigating committee to keep a sub
sidiary inquiry board · in the area to 
maintain watch on border flare-ups. 
That is the objection he makes and 
which appears in this morning's news
papers. He is going to try to reopen the 
Greek case, as far as the mission of 
inquiry is concerned, and to protest 
against the subcommittee continuing in
quiry. 

That is what we are up against--the 
state of aggression and a challenging 
spirit of a vicious nature. We have to 
appreciate that fact in the consideration 
of this bill. 

I hope that this amendment and other 
amendments that will be offered will be 
defeated and the excellent bill of the 
committee will come out of the commit
te-e. and be passed by the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts £Mr. 
McCORMACK] has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last two 
words, and I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlema~ from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SMITH]? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

man, on Monday when I spoke at the 
time the rule was under consideration, 
I called attention to what was bound to 
happen to our economy in the event this 
legislation was adopted. Now the cat is 
out of the bag. 

I want to call your attention tO an 
article. that appears in this morning's 
paper, an address by Under Secretary 
of State Dean Acheson, at Cleveland, 
Miss:, last night. He gives you a pre;. 
view of what is going to happen. I want 
to read for the RECORD an article which 
appears in today's paper, the Washing-
ton Post: 

To carry out an effective poiicy of relief 
and reconstruction implementing the Tru
man doctrine first promulgated in the plan 
to assist Greece and Turkey, he declared that 
there must be an extension of Government 

control over domestic sale, transportation, 
and export of such commodities as wheat, 
coal, and steel. 

Yet Members of this House have stood 
on this floor and demanded that prices 
come down. The President himself is 
appealing to the businessmen over this 
Nation to reduce prices. Again we have 
further evidence of New Deal inconsist
ency. How long can the country take 
this kind of leadership? 

I continue, and I refer to point 5 set 
out in this accompanying article: 

In order to carry out an economical and 
effective policy of relief and reconstruction, 
the United States is going to need the exten
sion by Congress of certain executive powers 
over the domestic sale, transportation, and 
exportation of certain commodities over 
which Presidential war powers control is due 
to expire June 30. · 

"It is wheat and coal and steel that 
are urgently required to stave off eco
nomic collapse, not just dollar credits," 
Acheson said. 

Now. mark you well this statement: 
Power to assign priorities on transporta

tion is needed, including legislation to in
sure "efficient use of all shipping." 

And he goes on to point out the neces
sity for continued control over our econ
omy. We talk about veterans' housing, 
we talk about eliminating these restric
tions which .today are tying up our econ
omy, yet the Secretary of State comes 
out with this plea for continued controls. 
I believe his foot slipped ·or else the re
lease of his article was badly timed. He 
thought this bill was going to be passed 
yesterday, and hence he could come out 
and make this statement today. 

The fat is now in the fire, Mr. Chair
man, and so far as ~he economic impact 
of this legislation is concerned, you hog
tie the American economy from now on 
by passing this legislation. We should 
have seen -~hat very situation long ago. 
There are tremendous implications in 
this matter. 

We do not have to be partisan at all; 
we can approach this matter from the 
standpoint of America. Is there any
thing wrong with that? Is there any
thing wrong in protecting our people 
under this legislation. ·Indeed not. 

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. MERROW. I thank the gentle

man. I just 'Vant to ask the gentleman 
a brief question. If the Acheson pro
gram which the gentleman has read, is 
necessary to win the peace, which, un
fortunately, has been slipping through 
our fingers ever since the war ended, will 
it not be worth while? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. My God! 
We have not won the peace in 2 years. 
Yesterday ·was the second anniversary 

' o:l VE-day, and we are still struggling 
for peace ::-.nd getting nowhere. Now we 
are going to extend our activities to 
other parts of the world. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman from 

New Hampshire not more than 15 min
utes ago said that if this policy led to 
war that Joe Stalin could make the m.ost 
of it. How can we expect to win the 
peace by making war? Is that a sound 
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position? That is what he is talking 
about. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. BENDER. This policy has been 

sold to America, sold by a bunch of dic
tators in a· bureaucratic State Depart
ment. The gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Coxj named it rightly· when he 
named it a military bill. That is exactly 
what it is, and that is exactly what we 
are talking about here. 

Mr. SMITH of \visconsin. We should 
thank the Under Secretary for his h.onest 
and forthright statement last night. 
Now certainly we know what is going to 
happen, and this 2 years after VE-day 
when we are praying for peace. What a 
commentary on our efforts in behalf Qf 
those who served in this last war! We 
are today, Mr. Chairman, about to take a 
step to declare war; and, secondly, yo"u 
are going to· take a step to tie up our 
economy from now on under Government 
controls from which w~ can never, never 
recover, because- the program calls for a 
worldwide OPA, and under this bill we 
are going to set one up in ·Greece. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. And in those: 2 years 

this Congress had piddled away $18,000,-
000,000 trying to buy the peace. Now we 
are going to buy with $400,000,000 that 
which could not be bought with $18,000,.-
000,000. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. What Is holding up 

the peace? Russia, is it not? 
Mr. SMITH ot Wisconsin. At least we 

were guilty in part, because we made it 
possible for Russia to get to, the position 
whicJt she now occupies. She would 
not have attained It had It not been for 
American aid; so we are a party. . 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentlema.n from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. HAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout this debate 
one of the keynotes of the Isolationist 
argument in opPosition to the pending, 
bill has been that if the United States 
wants to ·check the spread -of communism 
throughout the world the place to begin 
is here at home. 

In reply, I want to say that the only 
sure way to make the American democ
racy safe against threats of encroach
ment by totalitarian ideologies Is to pro
duce a social order which will provide 
greater benefits for all of our people than 
can be offered by any other form of 
government. 

Today other nations which call them
selves democracies are attempting- to 
substitute mass social security for indi
vidual liberty, and are boasting that 
their governments take better care of all 
the people than ·w~ do in America. The 
only danger to the American way of life 
today, Mr. Chairman, lies in the remote 
_possibility that the protagonists of these 
allen dictatorships may succeed in per
suading the rank and file of the Amer
ican people that this boasted superiority 
Is real. To me, such an eventuality is 
inconceivable. 

But, Mr. Chairman, modem American 
liberals must demand an adequate sys- ' 
tem of social security as a permanent 
bulwark for -our individual liberties, and 
must fight ceasele$SlY to achieve this 
goal. Upon the success of this program 
the fate of the American democracy may 
well depend. • 

I assert that no government is a real 
democracy which denies civil liberties 
and suppresses individual freedom by a 
sovereign dictatorship. I have been 
deeply concerned many times, Mr. 
Chairman, by utterances here on the 
:floor of Congress which sought to re
strict civil liberties in America, but these 
were merely the expressions of individ
uals with a warped conception of the 
American way of life. The Constitution 
is the supreme law of our land, and the 
Bill of Rights in that Constitution is the 
greatest charter of democracy which ·this · 
world has ever known. 

Patrick Henry dramatized the Amer
ican concept of democracy in a single 
phrase: "Give me liberty or give me 
death.' ... 
' The. problems which confront this 
troubled world today in its efforts to de
vise a stable plan for peace in Europe 
are not new. Indeed; almost. identical 
problems with respect to Greece, Russia. 
and Turkey .were perplexing American 
statesmen more than a centurt ago, as 
evidenced in the state papers of John 
Quincy Adams, .Thomas Jefferson, James 
Madison, and Marquis de Lafayette. 

The thing of greatest importance 
which is new in world : affairs today is 
the historic change-in American foreign 
policy. Twice in the last three decadeS 
the soil of Europe has been drenched 
with American blood. After the First 
World War, despite .the decisive part our 
armed forces' had .played in the defeat 
of Germany, the Congress of the United 
States refused to join the League of Na
tions, which had b~n created by Presi
dent wnson. At that time a majority of 
the American -people. including the pres
ent speaker, supported our congressional 
leaders in adhering to the ·policy of 
George Washington and declining to 
participate in ••entangling foreign alli
ances." 

Rendered internationally impotent by 
the abstention of America, the League of 

· Nations degenerated into a mere debat
ing society, whose futile efforts to pre
serve world peace soon became the ob
jects of open scorn by the military dic
tators who sprang into power in the 
bankrupt areas of Europe. A famous 
American Senator, now dead, told me of 
a conversation he had with Mussolini 
soon after the Fascist leader seized con
trol of the Government of Italy. 

"What do you think of the League of 
Nations?" the Senator inquired. 

Mussolini's reply was a roar of 
laughter. 

The German and Italian dictators, 
emboldened by their belief that America 
would never interfere with theii: a.m..
bitions, proceeded with their program . of 
world conquest. · They enlisted the sup
port of Japan. Great Britain attempted 
a policy of appeasement. T~e result was 
World War II and finally Pearl Harbor. 

Then the die was cast with respect-to 
our foreign policy in the future. The 
American people determined with in· 

vincible unanimity that never again 
would this Nation refuse responsibility 
for maintaining the peace of · the world. 

We invaded Africa and Europe. Italy 
colla:Psed. Germany was completely 
crushed. Japan surrendered. 

But for. the intervention of our armed 
forces, the outcome of the war would 
have been totally different. Russia 
would inevitably have been subjugated 
by the Axis attack. England could not 
long have survived. All of continental 
Europe would have remained under Nazi 
domination. Japan would have com
pleted her conquest of Asia, Australia, 
and the islands of the Pacific, including 
the Philippines. 

And today this country and the entire 
Western Hemisphere would be in im
minent danger of attack by the mad 
enemies of democracy if, indeed, the 
attack were not already under way. 

Having twice conquered the greatest 
threats in all history to the dem~ratlc 
way of .life, America is now irrevocably 
committed to the maintenance of peace 
throughout the.world -by whatever means 
are necessary. Failure in this commit
ment is unthinkable. It would be a 
betrayal of our countless hero dead who 
gave up their lives on battlefields in all 
parts Qf . th~ earth in the sacred belief 
that they were making peace possible for 
future generations of mankind every. 
where. · 

It is well that those heroic dead can
not enVision the tragic situation which 
exists around the ~-called peace tables 
of today. America has tried to keep 
faith with them. America has taken the 
lead . in organiZing the United Nations, 
and has pledged its tremendous finan
cial, economic, and military resources in 
an effort to make that organization an 
effectiv~ instrument of peace. America 
bas not sought to acqUire any conquered 
lands for commercial or political ex
ploitation. On the contrary, Immedi
ately after the end of the war America 
restored the Philippines to complete in
dependence. OUr only territorial acqui
sitions when the final peace treaties are 
signed will be ininor islands in the Pacific 
which are virtually valueless except for 
our future national defense. 

But American efforts to establish a 
permanent and stable peace have been 
constantly obstructed by certain of our 
ames in the late war who, but f.or our 
military aid and fiBancial and · economic 
support, would now be enslaved by the 
Nazi tyrants. · Despite the fact that we 
rescued them from certain national de
struction, these erstwhile allies have 
maintained an atitude of hostility toward 
us in all of the peace n~otiations. They 
have openly resented our assumption of 
any responsibility for the reconstruction 
of Europe-a responsibility which we 
cannot and will not relinquish. Their 
policy appears to be basically anti
American. 

They have striven dcliberately to make 
it impossible for us to cooperate with 
them. except on their own terms--terms 
which, in many instances. the American 
conscience cannot accept. 

They ignore the fact that while the 
war was in progress they eagerly sub
scribed to our declaration that we were 
all engaged in a common fight to make 
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the world sa{e for democracy. Now 
that the war is over-won for them by 
our arms and our blood and our material 
aid-they repudiate out democracy and 
set themselves up as the sole arbiters of 
real democratic government. 

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I con
fess that there are various aspects of the 
pending proposal which I regard with 
deep misgivings. The United Nations 
represents the first great attempt in all 
history-an American attempt-to es
tablish a world democracy. We must be 
ever mindful of the fact that not all of 
the nations which are embraced in this 
new federation are themselves demo
cratic, and we must endeavor in every 
proper way to treat their opinions on 
world problems with deference and re
spect. We have a right to insist that 
they treat our opinions in the same 
manner. 

I deplore the fact that our leaders of 
State did not see fit at first to submit 
the question of aid to Greece ar d Turkey 
to the United Nations. Their explana
tion is twofold, that the United Nations 
is not yet able to finance such an under
taking, and that the proposal would be 
foredoomed to a veto because its frank 
purpose is to check Communist aggres
sion in the Middle East. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that 
the paramount problem in the United 
Nations and in the whole scheme of 
foreign affairs today is to establish a 
practical · worklng relationship between 
the United States and Russia. We 
should employ every honorable means to 
achieve this objective. Our diplomatic 
representatives say this cannot be ac
complished by a policy of supine ap
peasement on our part, and in this posi
tion- they are supported by the tragic 
lessons of recent history and by the over
whelming preponderance of American 
public opinion. But I hope, Mr. Chair
man, that the Unite~ Nations will be 
preserved and strengthened by Ameri
can leadership in a mutual effort on the 
part of all the member states to under
stand and respect each other's aims and 
aspirations. 

Perhaps the greatest deterrent to such 
mutual understanding and respect is 
the traditional secrecy of statecraft. In 
this regard, Mr. Chairman, we cannot 
hold ourselves blameless.- The Ameri
can people today are uncertain ·and per
plexed as to the ultimate results of this 
unprecedented participation in the af
fairs of Europe. Confessedly, this is true 
even among the Members of Congress. 
We have been given little factual infor
mation about what we are called upon 
to do. The urgent admonitions of our 
State Department have been largely ar
bitrary in their form and essence. We 
have been told simply that the program 
before us is indispensable and of the 
highest order of urgency. An equally 
terse assurance that the adoption of this 
program will reduce the likelihood of 
war in the future completes the sum and 
substance of the information now avail
able to us. 

Enemies of the program charge that 
its real object is to guarantee military 
protection to private American oil in
terests in ·saudi Arabia. Although it is 
true that oil reserves in America have 

been reduced to an extent which is dan
gerous to our national defense, measured 
by the 1-equirements of the recent war, 
this would not seem to be a plausible 
reason for such a departure from our 
historic foreign policy. The develop
ment of atomic energy for economic and 
industrial uses, which cannot long be 
delayed, may soon relegate oil to a posi
tion of secondary importance among our 
national needs. 

I shall vote for this measure because I 
know that the peace of the world depends 
upon strong leadership by the United 
States of America, and that the only way 
our leadership can be made strong is to 
back it up with the support of an over
whelming majority of the American peo
ple. Our people know that the policies 
of isolationism and appeasement were 
tragic failures after the first World War. 
Today they are determined to chart a 
new course for this Nation in the affairs 
of the world. _ 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last two 
words and I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. REED]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair

man, I shall vote against this bill. It is 
my opinion, based on reliable informa
tion, that H. R. 2616 is the most sordid 
bill that has come before the House of 
Representatives since I have been a 
Member of this distinguished body. 
The proposal in this bill, when the real 
purpose of i~ is considered, is an insult 
to the people of Greece, a country that 
has contributed so much to civilization. 
Greece had a glorious history many cen
turies before our country was discovered. 
The greatest asset Greece has today is 
the spirit of her people, a spirit so heroic 
that any nation in these modern times 
might well and profitably emulate. You 
who plan to vote $400,000-,000 under the 
pretense that it will save Greece from 
communism will neither add to her 
strength nor save her independence. It 
will not strengthen the character of 
Greece to make her a ward of the United 
States. Greece with her centuries of 
rich and noble traditions and her contri
bution to civilization can far better rely 
upon these to save her than to relinquish 
such a rich heritage to become the vic
tim of a sordid commercial transaction 
masquerading under a proposed loan to 
save Greece from communism. Have 
the Communists been re:::t!oved from our 
Government, from the United States, 
from South America? How long have 
they flourished here, had schools of 
communism, children's camps under the 
very nose of those who urge that our 
military be sent to Greece to prevent the 
growth of this Godless cult there? The 
presence of hundreds of, Communists in 
the gallery of the House of Representa
tives ' of tlle United States of America 
during the debate on the Greek question 
presented a burlesque show instead of an 
effort to get rid of communism. 

I say without fear of successful con
tradiction that it will be the spirit of 
Greece that will save her and make her 
independent. · 

This is not a relief bill for the starv
ing in Greece. It is a gift of $400,000.000 
sponsored by those who wish to provide 
dollars to foreign countries to enable 
them to buy our exports. It means that 
our taxpayers are to furnish money to 
foreign governments or ' their agencies 
with which to purchase our products. I 
am sure that the people in every country 
on the globe will be quite willing to buy 
our exports just so long as our taxpayers 
furnish the money through gifts, loans, 
and credits with which to do so. The 
foreign black-market operators will be 
the chief beneficiaries of all future loans, 
gifts, and credits made available to them 
by the taxpayers of the United States. 

I doubt if there is a Member of Con
gress who has nc'; been urged by his con~ 
stituents to cut the expenditures of Gov
ernment and to thus · make tax relief 
possible. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
been working night and day to meet the 
demand of the citizens for the elimina:. 
tion of waste and extravagance in Gov
ernment; also as a .consequence a sub
stantial reduction in the Federal budget. 
Yet, in the face of this effort to lift the 
burden of · taxation by cutting expendi
tures of a swollen bureaucracy, the Con~ 
gress yields to the demand of a few pow
erful exporters for a continuation of the 
program of having our taxpayers pro
vide foreign nations with gifts, loans, and 
credits to buy the goods and service of 
these exporters. 

It ·may be that 140,000,000 persons in 
the United States wish to take on the 
burden of furnishing money to the rest 
of the world to ·maintain them and their -
standing armies, but I doubt if such will 
be· the mature judgment of our citizens 
when they know all the facts. 

Congress has ·been asked to save, but 
can it do so if through propaganda the 
public is whipped into a lather of frenzy 
in favor of pouring countless billions of 
dollars of our money into the hands of 
foreign nations? I again quote from the 
National City Bank letter of April 1947: 

The accompanying table summarizes 
American governmental credits authorized 
and utilized, showing that more than $5,500,-
000,000 was still unused December 31, 1946: 

Status of United States credits 

[In millions of dollars] 

Credits Utilized Yz~~~ 
a~ thor- ~m~!; of De-

Jzed 1946 ceftJ~er 

-----------1-------
Export-Import Bank credits .. 
Surplus property credits _____ _ 
Lend-lease "pipe line" credits_ 
Ship-sales credits ___ _________ _ 
Loan to Great Britain _______ _ 
Philippine credits: 

Individual war damage claims _______________ __ _ 
Restoration of public 

property._._-----------RFC loan _______________ _ 

$2, 300 $1, 100 $1, 200 
1, 100 !lOO 300 
1, 400 1, 200 200 

200 -------- --------
3,750 600 13, UiO 

2 400 -------- --------

2125 -------- --------
75 ~ ------- --------

TotaL .••••• .,.. --------- 9, 350 3, 700 5, 650 

1 Another $500,000,000 has been withdrawn since. 
2 Authorized but not appropriated. 
Source: Export-Import Bank (third semi-annual re

port), Survey of Current Business, January 1947 and 
Foreign Commerce Weekly, Feb. 1, 1947. 

If we want to weaken and destroY._ 
communism, why ship steel and o~her 
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war supplies to Russia, and also feel 
obligated to furnish more lend-lease to 
her? This type 'Of appeasement was the 
main tenet of the Roosevelt program in 
dealing with Japan. The tragedy of 
Pearl Harbor was the answer to the un
wise policy of arming a potential enemy 
as well as the result of building up ex
ports in an effort to justify the free
trade-agreement policy of the New Deal. 

In the monthly letter on economic 
conditions sent out by the National Bank 
of New York under date of April 1947, 
reference is made to the outlook on ex
ports: 

OUTLOOK FOR EXPORTS 

The President's message to Congress 
March 12, making a declaration of foreign 
policy which Is epochal In its importance 
and urging expenditures of $400,000,000 over 
the next 15 months to aid Greece and TUr
key, has intensified interest· in the export 
prospect and in . the infiuence of exports on 
the domestic situation. · The heart of the 
President's statement is in the following 
sentence: "I believe that it must be the 
policy of the United States to support free 
peoples who are resisting attempted subju
gation by armed minorities or by outside 
pressures." The possible Implications of this 
policy are so broad that they cannot be as
sessed in advance of events, and any effort to 
translate them Into a schedu~e of foreign 
loans or expenditures would be widely specu
lative. The one thing certain is that they in
dicate expansion of loans and gifts beyond 
the limits earlier Intended. 

Also within a few weeks we have had the 
President's request for the appropriation-of 
$350,000,00'0 to finance relief in certain coun
tries, and Mr. Hoover's report on relief re
quirements in Germany and Austria. All 
these in conjunction have raised expecta
tions as to the volume of exports and there
sulting Inflationary pressure on prices. At 
the same time, however, reports of tighten
ing import controls and diminishing dollar 
resources in many countries have prompted 
questions of the opposite kind, creating 
doubts as to whether the unprecedented for
eign demand for American goods can con
tinue. 

The outlook for exports concerns everyone. 
Directly and Indirectly, exports last year were 
a very large factor In the business of this 
country. Foreign demand for Industrial 
products intensified the pressure on our m
dustries. Exports of farm products, which 
exceeded $3,000,000,000, were a great Influ
ence, lifting farm prices and farm income, 
and prosperity In the farming sections was 
one of the supports of domestic trade. Every
one should know that Without the dollars ac
cumulated by foreign countries during the 
war and the loans and gifts made since the 
end of the war our export surplus in 1946 
could not have been financed. When credits 
contract and dollar balances are drawn down 
the export balance will have to shrink, and 
our foreign sales wm be limited more nearly 
to what foreign customers can pay for out 
of sales to us. 

It must not be forgotten that our na
tional debt is still reported as $259,000,-
000,000 when lt is in fact more than six 
hundred billions. The words of Ben
jamin Disraeli, the great Prime Minister 
of England, when he sought to caution 
his fellow colleagues and his countrymen 
of impending danger, are applicable at 
this time in our history: 

It may be vain now 1n the midnight of 
their intoxication to tell them there will be 
an awakening of bitterness. 

It may be idle now in the springtime ·of 
their economic frenzy to warn them that 
there wm be an ebb of trouble. But the 

dark and Inevitable hour will arrive: then 
when their spirit is inflected by misfortune 
they will recur to those principl"es- which 
made England great. 

Those who never lose an opportunity 
to pay lip service to Thomas Jefferson, 
ignore the wise policy in dealing with 
our international relations. Let me 
quote: 

We surely cannot deny to any nation that 
right whereon our Government is founded, 
that everyone may govern itself according 
to whatever forms it pleases, and change 
those forms at its own wm: and that it may 
transact its business with foreign nations 
through whatever organ it thinks proper, 
whether king, convention, assembly, com
mittee, president, or anything else it may 
choose. The will of the nation is the only 
thing essential to be regarded. 

The arrogance of those who assume in
fall1bility in foreign affairs even to the 
extent of proposing to set up the type 
of government which they feel will be 
best for a foreign country, such as Greece 
with her glorious contribution to civili
zation is a brazen affront to a noble race. 
The pseudo experts on foreign affairs, 
under the leadership of Harold Laski, if 
unrestrained will eventually bring down 
the hatre.d of every sovereign nation 
against the United States. The New 
York Times, July 28, 1945, quotes Harold 
Laski as saying: "The period of nonin
tervention is over." A great American 
statesman, John Bassett Moore, writing 
on the subject of nonintervention as the 
cornerstone of our national policy said 
this: 

This term was used inclusively in a two
fold sense. It expressed, in the first place, 
nonintervention in the Internal affairs of 
other nations. In this sense, while betoken
ing the revolutionary origin of the Govern
ment • • • it was also intended reci
procitY' to concede to oth~r nations the right 
tQ determine their form of government and 
otherwise to manage their domestic con
cerns, each for itself and in its own way. 
In the second place, it embraced nonpar
ticipation in the political arrangements be
tween other governments, and above all, 
strict absention from any part in the politi
cal arrangements of Europe. 

As recent as November 27,-'1943, pages 
384-388 of the Department of State Bul
letin, appears this statement by Assistant 
Secretary of State A. A. Berle: 

Nor have we any intention ·to scrap- the 
well-settled policy of nonintervention in the 
atratrs of other states. The policy of non
intervention in other people's a1fairs is and 
must be the first principle of sound doctrine. 
Unless this is the settled practice of nations, 
there may be no principles of sovereign 
equality among peace-loving states and 
probably no permanent peace at all. 

I remind my colleagues that in the 
face of this it is proposed under this bill 
to intervene in the domestic affairs of 
Greece and also to intervene with our 
military. 

Now the scene in our foreign relations 
has shifted. President Truman in his 
message to Congress March 12, 1947, 
said: 

I believe that it is must be the policy of 
the United States to suppor~ free peoples ~ho 
are resisting subjection by armed minorities 
or by outside pressures. · · 

It is no wonder that the National City 
Bank of New York, in its letter of April 

1947 in referring to the .$400,000,000 for 
Greece and the President's message com
mented that it "has intensified· interest 
in the export ·prospects ·and the influence 
of exports iii the domestic situation." · 

Just how long the taxpayers of this 
country will wish to forego the solution 
of their home problems to finance ex
ports is a question. It is a policy which 
if continued will bring disaster both here 
and abroad. The international financial 
commitments -during the next 15 months 
will, if no more commitments are made, 
total $7,443,100,000. This sum ought to 
be spelled out lest its significance as a 
tax load on our citizens be underesti
mated: it means seven billion, four hun
dred forty-three million, one hundred 
thousand dollars. It all resolves itself to 
this: that inasmuch as the foreign coun
tries cannot pay us in goods and serv
ices exported to them, ..,our taxpayers pay 
our exporters for the goods and services 
for the benefit of the foreign people. Orir 
exporters profit and so do the foreign 
black-mar~et operators, all at the ex
pense of our taxpayers. This shell game 
will go on until the people of the United 
States become aware of the danger of 
such financial folly and stop it; or suf
fer and permit the program to continue 
until the inevitable financial crash re
sults. I for one refuse to be a party to 
this scheme of financing the whole 
world. · 

Mr. RANKIN: Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask unan
imous consent to. proceed for three addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN.· Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am· 

not here to question the sincerity of the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. REED] or that of the distinguished 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SMirnJ. 
But if everything they sa~ is true, then 
these amendments should be voted down. 

Why should we take this .step, why 
should we pass this bill, and then tie the 
hands of the administration? Have you 
forgotten Pearl Harbor? Do you know 
what brought about that disgraceful and 
humiliating disaster at Pearl Harbor? It 
was the appea~ement of Japan which en
abled the Japs to come 5,000 miles across 
the Pacific Ocean and administer the 
greatest humiliation that this country 
has ever known. 

I was in Hawaii in 1937. · I prQtested 
then against the weakness of our Air 
Force at that time. I said then· that 
Hawaii was unprotected because of the . 
weakness of our Air Force. The head of 
the Air Forces came to me and said, ''I 
could put my arms around you. You 
are the one man who has told the truth 
about our Air Forces here." 

If we are going into this program these 
two amendments should both be defeat
ed. Communism is making war on the 
United States now. Every Communist 
in America is, wittingly or unwittingly, 
an agent of a foreign power. They are 
striving to undermine and destroy this 
Government. _ 

Last night the head of the Communist 
Party, William Z. Foster, came to Wash
ington, after just coming . ba~k from 
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Moscow •. and compared Harry .Truman, 
the President of the United States, with 
Adolf Hitler. We had representatives of 
the Committee on On-American Activi
ties there, and, of course the FBI had 
agents there to find out what. was going 
on. 

They tell these young men that com
munism is a glorious movement toward 
democracy. There is no more democ
racy-and I am quoting the words of a 
former Ambassador to Russia-there is 
no more democracy in a Communist 
country than there ·is in the penitentiary 
of Mississippi, Ohio, New Jersey, or any 
other State. 

These young men are being decsived. 
I see they call themselves and are ad
vertised as "the Communist war vet
erans." 

They are being deceived and misled by 
the most dangerous influence, the most 
dangerous element, that ever undertook 
to undermine and destroy the American 
way·of life and to wreck the Government 
of the United States. God grant that 
they may see the error of their ways. 

Do not forget that Benedict Arnold 
was a great hero at Saratoga. He was a 
hero in Canada. But he later turned 
against his country and became one of 
the most hated traitors the world has 
ever known. 

Has it ever occurred to you that Al
cibiades and Socrates fought side by side 
through a Grecian war against a foreign 
power? I believe they were messmates 
in the Grecian Army. 

But after the war was over Alcibiades 
is said to have stopped up his ·ears and 
fled from the presence of Socrates for 
fear that he would grow old listening to 
his eloquence. He joined the enemies of 
Greece and caused the downfall of his 
country. 

There is no such thing as a Communist 
American. They are enemies of the 
United States. They are out to under
mine and destroy this Government. 
They are out to undermine and destroy 
the American way of life. Their pro
gram has for its purpose the destruction 
of Christianity in every country under 
the shining sun. If we adopt these 
amendments, we say to Russia, "We will 
further appease you by binding ourselves· 
not to send more than a certain number 
of men, or planes no matter what you 
may do to us." 

What the witness before the committee 
recommended were mere suggestions, not 
limitations. As I understand it, they did 
not ask that a limitation be written into 
the bill. 

I cannot understand how any man, 
whether he is for this bill or opposed to 
it-and I recognize the honesty of men 
who disagree with me-I cannot see how 
any man who is opposed to this legisla
tion can vote for either one of these 
amendments, because I think it would be 
encouragement for Russia to keep on 
sending her spies to this country and her 
agents attacking Americans as they did 
in Yugoslavia. 

We have had the best minds we could 
get before the Committee on On-Ameri
can Activitie.s. We had the best wit
nesses we could find, and we had our in
vestigators on the trail of those Russian 
spies who were finally caught and ex-

posed by the Canadian Government. 
What were they doing? Pretending to 
be friendly to the United States while our 
representatives were giving way to them, 
they were working to undermine and de
stroy this country. I am one Member 
who would vote today to send every Com
munist Ambassador or Minister, out of 
the United States and say to them, "Un
less you are willing to go back and give 
your people an opportunity to express 
themselves in an honest election, to select 
their own government, you need not 
come back here, a wolf in sheep's cloth
ing." 

Every single one of them, every single 
minister or Ambassador who represents 
a Communist country in America is vir
tually a spy in our midst. So, if we are 
going to pass this bill, let us not tie the 
hands of the· Administration with these 
paralyzing amendments. 

I agree that we must clean house at 
home-clean house and fumigate in 
every department of this Government. 
I am not saying anything to you that I 
will not say to Harry Truman, the Presi
dent of the United States. We are at the 
crossroads of civilization. We are at the 
crossroads, if you please, of history.. I 
do not know whether this is the proper 
movement or not, but I do know that un
less America begins to assert herself and 
stop appeasing criminal Communists who 
are trying to destroy America and every
thing for which America stands, your 
children and mine· wilJ pay the. penalty. 

-Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. 'I yield. 
Mr. MATHEWS. Would the gentle

man clarify for the members of this 
Committee the word in section 3 of this 
b111, "limited", as applied to the number 
of members of the military services of the 
United States? What does that mean? 

Mr. RANKIN: Well, it means what it 
has always meant. That is the same 
word that you and I studied back in the 
fifth grade. 

Mr. MATHEWS. May I ask the gen
tleman this question: How can it mean 
what it always has meant when it ac
tually means "unlimited"? 

Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman wants 
to turn it upside down, he can make it 
mean · what he pleases. But my under
standing is that these amendments would 
place a limit that would entirely hamper 
the President in protecting this country 
in case of attack. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RAN
KIN] has expired. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, it is ob
vious that there is a very confused situa
tion here. I hope that we can clarify it 
by offering a substitute amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my amendment to the 
amendment of the gentleman from South 
Dakota. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 

substitute amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Minnesota ·by unanimous consent 
has wit~drawn his amendment to the 

amendment. The Clerk will report the 
substitute offered for the amendment of 
the gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. FORAND. Mi. Ch~irman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FORAND. Can two substitutes 
be pending at the same tim~? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; but in this case 
we have only . one amendment pending, 
that offered by the gentleman from 
South Dakota. The amendment to the 
amendment has been. withdrawn and a 
substitute for the amendment has been 
offered. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JUDD as a sub

stitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
MuNDT: On page 2, line 11, after the word 
"only" and before the · semicolon, insert a 
comma and the words: "And not to include 
armed organized military units to serve as 
occupational or .combat troops." 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is simple and clear. Objec
tions have been raised to placing a limi
tation on the number of military person
nel to be sent to Greece and Turkey un
der this act. 

This amendment changes the quanti-
t tative limitation to a qualitative limita
tion. Jt really is not an additional limi
tation, it is rather a clarification of the 
limitation already in the bill, which now 
provides that we may .send military per
sonnel in an' advisory capacity only. To 
make sure exactly what is meant, my . 
substitute amendment merely states, 
"And not to include armed organized 
military units to serve as occupational 
or combat troops." 

It does not exclude Army engineers, it 
does not exclude technicians, or Sani
tary Corps; all it extludes is armed 
organized American military units. They 
may not be sent to serve as occupational 
or combat troops. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
. Mr. JUDD. I -yield to the gentleman 

from South Dakota. 
Mr. MUNDT. I am in hearty accord 

with the purposes of the gentleman's 
substitute. I am perfectly willing to ac
cept it because it achieves the objectives 
that we had in mind, and it writes into 
the legislation the intent of the com
mittee report. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the chair}11an of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. EATON. I wish to say that I am 
very happy to have this solution offered. 
I am wondering if the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BLOOM] and the other 
Members on his side of the aisle are in 
accord with it? 

Mr. JUDD. I may say that this does 
not really alter the bill. It merely clari
fies the obvious confusion that exists in 
the minds of a great many. I cannot see 
how it weakens the bill. It merely makes 
official what it is we intend to do. 

Mr. BLOOM. Under the circum
stances, as far as I am concerned, I will· 
have no objection. ' 
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Mr. EATON. Then,Mr. Chairman, I 

think we can vote on this and get rid 
of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close at this time. 

The regular order was demanded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The regular order 

is that the gentleman from New Jersey 
has moved that all debate on this amend
ment do now close. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. · · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I would like 
to know, an amendment having been of
fered, if we are going to be denied the 

· right to talk about it? 
The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par

liamentary inquiry. The situation is 
within the control of the Committee. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Is thiS "not in violation 
with the agreement that was made last 
-night with the chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee? 

The CHAffiMAN. That, of course, is 
not a parliamentary inquiry. The situ
ation is within the ' c·ontrol of the com
mittee. -

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The· gentleman Will 
state it. · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. The coun
. try should know that the gag is in op
eration in this House. 

Mr. BOGGS of LOuisiana. Mr. ·Chair
man, I demand the regular order. 

Mr. EATON. Mr.- Chairman, this 
amendment provides for exactly the same 
thing that these gentlemen have been 
fighting for. If they want it withdrawn 
and want to talk about it I will withdraw 
my motion. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman may withdraw his mo
tion. 
. There was no objection: 
. Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
tlrls amendment close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. HOFfMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I would like 
to know whether or not this substitute 
is one of those sweetmeats that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania £Mr. FuLTON] 
was talking about? 

Mr. EATON. I am not an authority 
on sweetmeats. ' 

·The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection, 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
; BUSBEY]. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman from Ohio £Mrs. BoLTON] 
read a quotation the other day from one 
of Daniel Webster's speeches. I -should 
also like to read a quotation from Daniel 

I 

Webster on January 26, 1830, when he 
said: 

When the mariner has been tossed for 
many days in thick weather and on an un
known sea, he naturally avails himself of 
the first pause in the storm, the earliest 
glance of the sun, to take his latitude and 
ascertain how far the elements have driven 
him from his true course. Let us imitate 
this prudence and before we float farther on 
the waves of this debate. refer to the point 
from which we departed, that we may at 
least be abl~ to conjecture where we now are. 

Mr. Chairman, that advice could very 
well be followed by the committee. We 
should take all . the time necessary to de
bate this bill and all amendments 
thereto because it will be the most im
portant bill this Congress will consider. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
SMITH] quoted from the Washtngton Post 
a statement in which Dean Acheson 
said: · 

There must be an extension of govern
ment over domestic sale, transporta1;ion and 
export of such commodities as wheat, coal, 
~d ·steel. 

Mr. BUFFET!'. Mr. Chairman, . will 
the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska. ' 

Mr. BUFFETT. It was the Republican 
Party that went to the people of this 
country last fall and said they were go
ing to end regimentation and were 
elected on that basis, was it not? 

Mr. BUSBEY.· I thank the gentleman 
from Nebraska for that contribution, 
and I was just leading up to that point. 
I have a clipping from the New York 
Times of April 27, 1946, wherein · Dean 
Acheson is reported. as follows: 
FEDERAL SEIZURE OF NEEDED GRAIN URGED BY 

ACHESON-ACTING SECRETARY SAYS MORE DRAS· 
TIC ACTION IS CALLED FOR TO MEET COMMIT
MENTS ABROAD--FOOD RATIONING FAVORED
AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT ENDS LOANS ON 
CORN IN MOVE TO FREE 2,457,000 BUSHELS 

WASHINGTON, April 26.-Much more drastic 
action is necessary if the Government is to 
get wheat off the farm and on its way to the 
famine areas of the world, Dean Acheson, 
Acting Secretary of State, asserted today. 

Emphasizing that he was expressing his 
personal views, Mr. Acheson told a news con
ference that the Government should go out 
and take the wheat and flour it needed to 
meet foreign commitments. 

Gentlemen of the Republican Party, if 
you pass this bill you are going back on 
the campaign slogan on which you were 
elected, "Haven't you had enough." 
This bill if passed will do more to bring 
back regimentation and rationing quick
er than. anything you could do. If you 
pass this bill, it will be a means of start
ing a flood of propaganda to pass exces
sive appropriations for the Army and the 
Navy thereby wrecking our chances to 
cut the budget substantially and reduce 
the heavy burden of taxes for the people. 
If you pass this bill, I am fearful this so
called military mission that will go into · 
Greece and Turkey will create an inci
dent. Did you ever stop to ·think that 
we never go to war until an incident is 
created? Every country fights a defen-

. sive war. It was. the sinking of the 
Maine that created the incident that led 

us into ·the Spanish-American War. 
The sinking of the· Lusitania had a great 
deal to do with· leading us into World 
-War I and the incident at Pearl Harbor 
led us immediately into World War II, 
and as soon as this military mission au
thorized by this bill creates an incident 
in Greece or Turkey, we are in World 
War ill. 

I think the majority of the Mem
bers of this Committee are for straight
forward-above-the-table dealing. Tllis 
bill is a subterfuge that might wen take 
us into World War III. Should an inci
dent oc~ur, the tension of the people of 
our country would demand that we de
clare war. 

Yes; this has far-reaching implica
tions, and we should ponder-well before 
we make our final vote on this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The ·time of the 
gentleman from Dlinois has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan £Mr. HOFFMAN). 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr; · Cliairman, as 
he :does so often, the gentleman from 
Mississippi again today gave us a state
ment condemning communism. I too 
condemn communism. He spoke in favor 
of Christianity. I try to be a Christian. 
I do not believe that the gentleman can 
find anyone in this House who· favors 
communism. I do not believe-- that 'he 
-can find · anyone who has not at least 
·the desire, whatever may be· his practice, 
to be a Christian. So, I ask, . what of it 
and what do w.e propose to do about it? 

In what is here said, neither the abil
Uy, the fairness, nor the patriotism of 
anyone is questioned. This Government, 
as I understand-was founded upon the 
principles that the individua1 had a right 
to worship in the manner in which he de
sired and that the peop1e should have the 
right to be free and independent, to 
choose their own form of government. 

Accepting those principles, where do 
-we get .with this bill? It is a bill to do 
what? The debate has shown that it is 
a bill to fight communism by, if neces
sary, waging war. I know I will be 
criticized when r ask: What business· ts 
it of ours if the people of Russia want to 
'be Communists? I ask you in all fair .. 
ness, what business is it of ours? 

I do not like communism; I would ~ike 
to see it ended; ·but if we are consistent, 
1f we are logical, if. we. are willing to con
cede to other peoples the .same right 
which we claim- for ourselves to follow 
this or that theory of government, this 
or that form of religion, how can we send 
either our boys or our money to tell the 
people of Russia, of Turkey, Greece, or 
any · other country, as long as they re
·ma.in over there and do not endanger 
our safety, that communism or any other 
form of religion or political policy shall 
not be carried by missionaries or by the 
sword into some other country? 

Are we consistent? We do not fight 
communism in South America; we have 
not fought it here at home. For 12 
years I have been in this House, lived 
here in Washington, and I reeall that 
the administration in power had Com
munists sleeping Jn the ·. White House, 
gave them jobs in the Government, and 
by this means and that, by grants of 
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power and by grants of money, Com
munists wer-e encouraged in this country 
and praised when · they smeared good 
Americans. So why · is it that all at 
once-now-all at once we turn our 
backs on the principle that every people 
shall be free to choose their own re
ligion and their own form of govern
ment, and we say that by the sword, by 
war, we are going to spread Christianity. 
The Crusaders tried that, as the gentle
man mentioned just the other day, and 
they did not succeed. That is not what 
is back of this bill, is it? Oh, no. This 
is a so-called bipartisan bill which will 
mean an act of war. 

What about the Monroe Doctrine? 
Ever since the days of President Monroe 
we have said to the whole wide world 
that because our national security and 
welfare depended upon it, no nation 
should interfere-with the government of 
the people of any country in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Now what do we say? We say we are 
going to stick our nose into the affairs 
of every country abroad, that we are 
going to stop communism and we are 
going to stop Russia at the Turkish and 
the Greek borders, at their frontiers. 
Suppose Russia said to us she· was going 
to stop our ·1nfiuence in Mexico and in 

· South America, what.would we say? We 
would say, "Get out;'·' We would say, 
·_~We must .defend ourselves." We would 
declare war. 

Later I will quote from the testimony 
of the Secretary of War before the Com
mittee on Expenditures given the other 
day, which shows that the remedy for 
this country, that the safety of this 
country, depends-only on making our
selves strong and then attending to our 
own business. His testimony shows that 
isolationism, if you like to call it that-! 
prefer to be called an isolationist or a 
nationalist, rather than a bipartisan or 
an internationalist, . even though that 
brings the false charge of disloyalty:
will keep us out of war and permit other 
nations, if they are so determined, to 
fight it out among themselves. 

Believing that my first duty is to my 
country~! think that when we take on 
the burden of policing the whole world 
we are taking on just too big a job, and 
that, instead of doing something to pre
serve our country, we are writing the 
causes of its ruin in the pages of history. 

Listen to the following questions to 
and the answers of Secretary of War, 

·Mr. Patterson. At a hearing ·of the 
House Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, which was con
sidering H. R. 2319, which' provides for 
the unification of the armed forces, held 
on the 29th of April, the following oc
Ctlfred: 

The CHAmMAN. ThE!re is one more ques
tion. You say in this statement: . 

"The maintenance of the future peace of 
the world will depend on the attitude and 
policies of the United States in world affairs, 
and also upon the measure of strength which 
the United States continues in the future 
to maintain in order to lend vitality to those 
policies." 

Is ' there anything more to be added to 
lli~? . 

Secretary PATrERSON. Those are my .convic-
tions. ' · ·. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Just how do you arrive at 
the conclusion that the peace of the world 
depends on what we do? 

·Secretary PATTERSON. Well, I believe that 
this country is one of the leading powers, if 
not the leading power, in the world today, 
that our influence in the direction of peace, 
1f it is backed up by the power to enforce 
peace, ca.n be decisive. 

The CHAIRMAN; What you mean is, if we 
become powerful enough, we are acting as 
master policemen and no one else will dare 
start a war? 

Secretary PATTERSON. I think that 1f we 
have adequate military strength, no nation 
will dare attack us or w111 commence a major 
war anywhere. I believe that. 

The CHAmMAN. That is to say, we become 
boss policemen. 

Secretary PATTERSON. Our powers have 
never been exercised in any offensive way. I 
think the whole world knows that the inten
tions of the United States are peaceful and 
hot aggressive, and we are not trying to build 
empires or embark on a course of imperial
I&m. 

The CHAmMAN. I was not talking about 
that, about our intentions, at all. What I was 
suggesting was that what you were saying 
was that if we become powerful enough so 
that the other nations, or no other nation 
would dare start a war, that not onlv would 
they not venture to attack us but as between 
themselves they would not start a fight be-

. qause we would stand in the background 
ready, as Teddy said, with a big stick. That 
is what you are ·saying is it not? 

Secretary PATTERSON. Practically so. I 
think it has been well proved in the last 30 
years that a major war anywhere in the world 
results fi-nally in a world war,- involving· all 
of the civilized world. · 

The CHAIRMAN. And while we started 
neither one and perhaps had nothing to do 
with the starting of either one, in both we 
came in, to end it? 

Secretary PATTERSON. We were drawn in, 
yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, drawn in then: and 
our power, the United States p,ower, decided 
it? 

Secretary PATTERSON. Yes, sir; althought we 
had nothing to do with the causes, directly 
at any rate, we were drawn, and our power 
proved decisive. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, to repeat what was 
said before, your thought 1S now that if we 
will go ·ahead and arm and' become strong 
enough, then, not only will they let us alone· 
because of our size and-str.ength, but they 
will not venture to fight among themselves 
1f we l~t it be known that we are going to 
step in and quiet the quarrel? 

Secretary PATTERSON. Your first conclusion, 
that they will not attack us, I think to be 
inescapable. 

If the Secretary of War, Mr. Patterson, 
knows what he is talking about, and I as
sume he does, where is the need for this 
bill? 

From his testimony, it seems to be the 
opinion of the Secretary-and I agree 
with that thought-that, if this country 
uses its resources to build up our armed 
serv:ces, no nation, no group of nations, 
will have the hardihood to attack us. 
Nor is it probable that any other nation 
will make war on another nation if it 
be of the opinion that, if its quarrel is 
unjust, the United States might step into 
the picture and settle t_he issue. 

In any event i.t is clear that the way to 
stay out of war is to quit interfering in 
the affairs of other nations, backing up 
the wars .stal'ted .by otller nations. . . 
. Instead of ·always becoming involved 
in controversies between other nations 

Which do not directly concern us, wpy 
not once at least exhibit confidence in 
our own strength, in our own ability to 
protect ourselves? · 

For years, we have been deceived and 
proceeded on the delusion that our na
tional existence and safety depended 
upon the British navy. That idea has 
been exploded. It has been demonstrat
ed that the British Government depends 
for its secudty upon the United States. 

All we need to do, according to the 
Secretary of War, to preserve the peace 
of the world is to continue to be, as 
Churchill said we were, the strongest Na
tion in all the world. 

I am in favor of that program, but 
from there on out I disagree with the 
internationalists; I disagree with the 
Secretary of War. My contention is 
that, inste&.d of acting as the boss police
man of the· world, going hit:1er and yon 
and attempting to knock together the 
heads of other nations in order to make 
them agree on a policy -which we think 
advisable, if they are determined to fight 
among themselves, if world powers are 
to continue through the years as they 
have down through the centuries to fight 
over which nation is to control the Dar
danelles, then let those nations fight it 
out. It is now evident that, had we let 
Hitler and Stalin exhaust each other, 
there would now be less need. for as
sistance from us. · · · 

In what may be here said neither the 
ability, the good intentions, the patriot
ism, nor the consistency of any individ
ual is questioned. 

Ever since the days or President Mon
roe we have insisted that we would not 
tolerate any interference with or coer
cion of the policy of any nation in the 
Western Hemisphere by any nation in 
the Old World. 

A sound reason for that policy was 
that we did npt want and would not per
mit in the Western Hemisphere the exist
ence of any power which· might threaten 
our own security and future welfare. 

That doctrine was founded upon the 
principle that self-preservation is the 
first concern of every individual and of 
every nation; 

Our Government is founded upon the 
principle that every people have the in
herent right to choose their own form of 
government, their own form of religion, 
worship as they may choose. 

Logic, fairness, and consistency com
pel the conclusion that, asserting those 
rights for ourselves in this hemisphere, 
it is presumptuous for us to deny a like 
right to any nation across the seas. 

We have long boasted that we are not 
an imperialistic nativn; that we desire 
no territory; that we have no thought 
of aggression. If that be true, then the 
only excuse, the only reason, if you pre
fer, for our present actio~:t of ~:J,ttempting 
to confine Russia and comm:.mism with
in circumscribed limits is that unless we 
follow such course, our own national se
curity is endangered . 

It is here emphatically asserted that 
neither at the moment nor in the im
mediate future is our national security 
endangered. , The propaganda asserting 
that it is and that the present move to 
send financial and military aid to Greece 
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and Turkey is one dictated by the neces
sity of preventing future aggression is a 
fraud. 

The United States of america today is 
in no danger from any foreign power: 
Our danger-and it is a· very real one
is that we have turned our backs upon 
the policies and the practices which 
made us what we are. 

It is conceded that we are today, in 
every sense of the word, the most power
ful nation in all the · world. The very 
fact that the proponents of this measure 
call upon us to aid stricken nations is 
proof of our military and our productive 
power. 

The fact that Russia was compelled, 
when Hitler invadea her, to call upon 
us for, and was only saved through, our 
help is evidence of her inability t() wage 
war against us. 

The fact-and it is a fact-that those 
who are behind this move favored con
tributing, and we as a Nation have con
tributed, billions of dollars and millions 
of tons of supplies to Russia is further 
evidence that she' is in no position to 
successfully assail us. 

Grant that her desire is world con
quest; she lacks the ability to do that job 
and fools indeed must we be if we con
tinue, if that be our conviction, to supply 
her with the means necessary to accom
plish that purpose. 

Every sane ·individual knows that we 
cannot, eitcer through our dollars or 
our armed forces, establish Christianity 
throughout the world. The Crusaders 
tried that centuries ago. Is anyone so 
foolish as to think that, through an
other war or a dozen wars, we can destroy 
the Mohammedan faith, the religion of 
India, or the communism of Russia? 

If it be the thought of the proponents 
of this measure that either through the 
expenditure of dollars or by the sword 
we should tell the people of middle Eu
rope or of any other· country what 
political theory, what form of religion, 
they should adopt, then we are denying 
to them the benefit of the principles 
established when our forefathers founded 
our Republic. 

Communism, however detestable it 
may be, is but the whipping boy in the 
present situation. 

We have made no worth-while effort to 
fight communism in South America. 
Here at home, in the Capital City, com
munism has been sheltered and nurtured 
and made to grow. Communism and the 
apostles of communism have been on the 
Federal pay roll and time and again over 
the last 10 years have received public 
encour~tgement from the administration 
in power. · 

We made no complaint, as was pointed 
out so eloquently and so logically by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'KoN
SKil, to stop communism in Finland or 
in half a dozen other countries. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
present move is but a part of the plan to 
preserve the British Empire, to keep 
open its lifeline to the east. And, may I 
add, a part of a political policy to main
tain in power internationalists and those 
who pride themselves first upon being bi
partisan in foreign affairs; who · have 
finally, through their own conceit, ar
rived at the conclusion that it is well-at 

least for them-to be bipartisan in 
domestic affairs. 

If bipartisanship, either at home or 
abroad, is sound national policy, why two 
parties? Why Republicans? 

For 14 years, the people, led astray and 
softened, first by ·excessive prosperity and 
easy living, then confronted by the neces
sity of facing a few years of hard work 
and thrift, have deluded themselves with 
the idea that they could get something
perhaps all they wanted-for nothing; 
that they could take from those who had 
and distribute to those who did not have. 
, Then last November came. the awaken
ing, when the people said in no unmis
takable manner that they had had 
enough. · 

But, ever since January 1, they have 
been getting more of the same. 

Two distinguished politicians and 
statesmen, the gentleman from New 
York, Mr. Dewey, anl;i the gentleman 
from New York and Indiana, Mr. Willkie, 
thought they could ride into office · by 
promising just a little bigger and better 
give-away policy. They shouted "me 
too." Today, their cry is being adopted 
by others. 

Here in Congress, day after day and 
week after week, in domestic affairs, we 
have been told that we must go along 
because the bureaucrats or the President 
had inaugurated the policy. 

In foreign affairs, we have . been told 
and are being told that because some in
dividual, either the former President .or 
the present President or some member of 
the State Department, has made certain 
commitments, has pledged us to certain 
obligations, which none had the right 
to make or to give, the Congress and the 
individual Members of the Congress will 
be disloyal if they do not follow through. 
Emphatically do I deny the validity of 
any such argument. 

The former President did not have, 
nor has the present President, the power 
or the authority to dictate the policy of 
. our country either here or abroad. 

True, the President is given certain 
authority with reference to foreign pol
icy, but he is powerless to implement that 
policy, to make it effective, without 
money, and upon Congress is placed the 
responsibility of making or withholdip.g 
appropriations. 

-The President has no right, in formu
lating foreign policy, to involve us in war, 
and if he makes promises or does things 
which of necessity lead to that end, he is 
acting without authority; for the Con
stitution also provides that Congress 
and only Congress, can declare wa-r, make 
appropriations for war. 

If this Congress has reached the con
elusion that it must follow and uphold 
every thought of the Chief Executive, 
of the Se~retary of State, or, 1f you 
please, of a bipartisan group of interna
tionalists in the other body, then the 
House might just as well adjourn, or 
perhaps resign, go hoine, and save the 
taxpayers' money. 

No individual in this House- would 
start on a journey without counting his 
resources, determining his ability to get 
to his destination. Yet -nowhere ln this 
debate, so far as I have been able to learn, 
has anyone ever offered ·an inventory 
showing what our resources, either in 

money, material, or men, may be. No 
one, as the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. CHENOWETH] SO ably pointed OUt in 
debating this rule, has told us where we 
were going, how far we were going, what 
we were to spend, or the purpose of this 
expedition. 

To me it means, unless Russia is bluffed 
and backs down, a third world war. 

It may be, as the distinguished inter
national Republican statesman in the 
other body said when the organization 
of the United Nations was being dis
cussed, that it is a "great adventure." 

Yes, our foreign policy is a great ad
venture and a most uncertain one. And 
it may be a disastrous one. It is certain 
that it calls for an unreasonable expendi
ture of our national resources. 

On another occasion, the same dis
tinguished Member of the other body said 
that lend-lease was a great speculation. 

Since when should the national re
sources of a nation, the lives of its youth, 
be placed on the gambler's table, even 
though that table be an international 
one? 

This debate has demom,trated that the 
bill befGrE. us is not a measure designed 
to promote peace. 

From its proponent~ at first came the 
forced reluctant admission that its terms 
were so stated as to permit military aid. 
As the debate has gone on, the bill's sup
porters have been forced by the logic of 
the argument to admit that it is a war 
measure. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Coxl frankly stated that the bill was a 
war measure; that it was designed to 
give military aid to Greece and to Tur
key and, as we all know, that is an act of 
war and will so be underl'ltood by Russia. 

If Russia is in a position to pick up the 
challenge, this bill means war. The gen
tleman from Georg.;.a repeated hi~ state
ment that that is what it meant and 
stated that he supported it. 

Why not be hones·;· with our people? 
Why not, if this House desires to commit 
us to a policy· which k an invitation to 
war, to give the administration authority 
to commit an act of war, why not, Ire
peat, have the courage to so declare? 
Why attempt· to avoid the condemna
tion which an open declaration of war 
would bring dowr~ 11pon us from the 
American people by the passage of this 
bill? 

I have said nothing about our ability 
to take on the burden of maintaining . 
peace throughout the world by the use 
of' armed forces. I have said nothing 
about our ability to pay the veterans of 
the third world war and their depend
ents the benefits to which they will be 
entitled at the end of that war. . 

I have said nothing about the impair
ment of our national resources through 
the waging of a third world war, for I 
realize that the internationalists, the bi
partisan politicians, have control of the 
agencies of propaganda; that they are 
determined to continue the New Deal 
program of wasting, and of spending, ·of 
regimentation, of dictatorial govern
ment, and that any argument directed 
toward common sense measures, toward 
first considering and acting for the wel
fare of our own country, would be futile. 
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The politicians, the internationalists, 

the war mongers, those who profit from 
war, are once more in the saddle, and all 
that we can do is to protest and to cast 
our votes in tht: interests of our country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from South Da
kota [Mr. MUNDT]. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
only 2 minutes and I take this time sim
ply to assure those who might have come 
in since the agreement was reached so 
you will know that we have worked out, 
after about 24 hours, may I say, a satis
factory solution to this problem which, 
it seems to me, brings the bill definitely 
back to its original objective. Let us 
keep that clearly in mind. Some very 
extravagant statements are being made 
in this debate. We are not declaring war 
on anybody; we are not sending an in
vasion force to Europe to line up along 
the borders of Russia with pistols 'and 
bayonets; we are simply trying to aid 
Greece and to aid Turkey to reestablish 
themselves, to maintain their economy, 
and we are doing it through a military 
and economic aid of an advisory and 
constructive nature. 

This amendment, the point the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD J and I 
have been working on yesterday and 
again today, makes additionally clear 
what the bill has as its original a.bjective; 
that is, it does not send occupational 
troops, does not send organized, armed 
troops over there, but limits it to an ad
visory capacity as the bil1 ·proposes now 
on line 11 of page 2 and as the Secretary 
of War stated it is going to be and as the 
Secretary of State and the President 
have insisted. The Judd substitute gets 
it back to the point where perhaps more 
of you can support it in good conscience 
and let the people back home know what 
the bill is, because there is always a 
chance that in the heat of . debate folks 
are going to get the wrong impression 
about a bill of this ty!Je. Perhaps this 
substitute amendment is unnecessary 
repetition of the limitations already in 
the bill, especially because the clearcut 
statements by committee members to
day and yesterday nailing down the real 
PUrPoses and scope of this bill. In all 
events I now agree it is an improvement 
over my earlier suggestion to set up a nu
merical limitation. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. Does not the gentle

man agree with the statement that we 
are going in there at their own sugges
tion and invitation and that we are not 
voluntarily going in? 

Mr. MUNDT. That is exactly correct. 
The suggestion comes from them; from 
Greece and from Turkey. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. JARMAN. Does the gentleman 

recall any testimony before the commit
tee, either in open or executive sessions, 
to the effect that there was an~ inten
tion to go in on a military basis or any 
basis other than an advisory one? 

Mr. MUNDT. None whatsoever. We 
should keep that clearly in mind. That 
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is already in the b111; the Judd proposal 
would again reiterate it. We are-making 
it clear to Russia, as we are making it 
clear to the people of America, that we 
are not sending occupational forces over 
there, and we increase our stature with 
other nations of the world when they 
know that we are proceeding in a tradi
tional American manner to uphold the 
hands of free men in another area of 
the world. 
· There is nothing new in American 

history about that sort of thing. We are 
doing it because we recognize that the 
menace of communism is at their door 
and that it is heading in our direction. 
The Russians are going to look at the 
size of the vote by which we affirm this 
Presidential program to discontinue ap
peasement of Russia. The thing that 
they will look at is nat the numbers of 
the men that we have in Greece or Tur
key but they will consider what they 
know so well-our vast industrial capac
ity; the attitude of the free men of 
America; our vast reservoir of good will 
and friendship among free peoples the 
world over; our :fieet and our Army; our 
atom bomb and our machine tools. 

We do not have to worry that we are 
going in any way to injure the strength 
of our voice against communism by 
adopting the amendment which the 
committee has accepted. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I · move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am unable to embrace 
the doctrine that God is not averse to 
deceit when committed in a holy cause. 
If the pending resolution is not military 
·in character, then it is a cheat and a 
swindle. L is, of course, military; and, 
because of that fact, I favor its adop
tion; and because of that fact, no re
straint should be laid upon those who 
will administer it. 

It ought to be easy for this House to 
realize that a storm is upon the sea. 
The old ship of state is in peril, and 
we who man it should fight both wind and 
tide that now concurrently run against 
us. 

Speak of it as you may, the pending 
amendment is an appeasement of the 
forces that we wish to restrain. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 
All time has expired. 

.The questien is on the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD] for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDTl. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, on a division there were
ayes 59, noes 99. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. · 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed Mr. JUDD and Mr. Cox to 
act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
70, noes 122. 

sO the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question re

curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of .Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairrr.an, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPS of 

Tennessee: On page 2, line 5, after the word 
"paragraph", insert "Provided, That in the 
assignment of civilian personnel to Greece 
or Turkey to administer the purposes of 
this act, preference shall be given to ex
service men and women." 

Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer this amendment on 
behalf of the ex-service men and women 
in America. Many of them have in
quired what we propose to do in their 
behalf in this bill. 

This amendment does not in any way 
inteTfere with the proper administration 
of this gift to Turkey and Greece; it 
simply gives a priority or preference to 
veterans. 

I speak as one not unfamiliar with the 
hardships and bloodshed of war. We 
have heard a lot today and in days gone 
by from men who have had the courage 
to sit across mahogany tables and plan 
wars. But now is the opportunity for 
Members of this Congress to do some

. thing for the service men and women 
who have actually fought these wars. 

I have met. e number of nurses who 
having served in World War n would 
like to have the opportunity to further 
their service, if it is to be on the battle
fields of Greece and Turkey. I met a 
number of Waves and Wacs who gave 
their time and effort in order that some 
able-bodied soldier might go to the field 
of battle. I met and talked to a number 
of GI's and ex-servicemen, both officers 
and enlisted personnel, who came home 
to find that their job was gone, that the 
world. has truly moved on and now they 
have no employment. There are many 
well qualified ex-service men and women 
in my congressional district who are un
employed. They would like to have an 
opportunity to go over and serve their 
country in this way. We promised these 
men and women we would do bOmething 
for them. ·our Congress made thfl:'· 
promise. · 

I do not think there is any serious 
opposition to an amendment of this kind. 
I have talked to a number of Members 
on both sides of the aisle and they seem 
to think it is a good proposition. 

Mr. Chairman, before we go too far 
into this matter, may I say that this is a 
sad hour indeed.. The cloak of secrecy 
has been placed around this whole thing. 
All of the issues have not been aired and 
brought to light. The internationalists 
have sold the American people a bill of 
goods. 

Why do you not tell the people that 
this is -a military bill and that you are 
proposing to plunge this country into 
war? Why do you not tell the people 
all of the facts? Personally, I do not 
like to vote for something unless I know 
what I am voting for. Why have we in 
times gone by spent days and days in 
hearing testimony, bringing in great vol
umes of it and presenting it to this 
Congress? Now, we are being requested 
to make the most important decision, 
admittedly so by the proponents, that 
this- Congress has ever been asked to 
make. Within a few hours or a few 
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committee hearings you bring it in here 
and ask us to pass upon the matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I have· the greatest re
spect for the learning and ability of all 
these gentlemen, but I do say that as the 
days come and go if we vote for this we 
will see controls again, we will see the 
shackles of economic slavery placed 
upon the people of our country again, 
we will see the very same thing happen 
that we tried to undo. 

Mr. Chairman, we talk about lowering 
the price of commodities and we talk 
about doing somethin& with reference 
to the high cost of living. The facts are, 
and the Committee on Agriculture will 
tell you, this country is not self-support
ing from an agricultural standpoint. 

. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against the 
Greek and Turkey gift because I am con
vinced that it is not in our national in
terest. We are in no position to under
take to finance every natiori in Europe, 
Asia, and China, and that is exactly what 
this policy will lead to. We have been 
importing agricultural products to. sup
ply our own tables, and it would occur to· 
me that it is now time to begin to look 
after our own people. We cannot afford 
to continue to ship large quantities of 
food and commodities across the seas. 
Such a policy will make us poo'r and at 
the mercy of strong powers that inight 
arise. Millions of people are now· feel
ing the direct affects of the high cost 
of living. We cannot have a lpwering in 
the cost of living and at the sai,Ile time 
continue to export both food and com
modities to all parts of the world. 

I fear that our action here today will 
lead down the road to a third world war. 
We are projecting ourselves into the com
plicated political affairs and internal af
fairs of Greece and Turkey. We are 
taking sides with a faction of the popu
lation in these respective nations. ·Some 
claim that we are only sending a military 
mission of some 100 or 2oo-men to ad
minister the food and supplies provided 
for by this so-called assistance· to Greece 
and Turkey bill. Four hundred million 
dollars is a lot of money. but that amount 
of money cannot stop _communistic ag
gression in Greece or Turkey. In order 
properly to make Greece and Turkey our 
first line of defense it would require prob
ably billions of dollars to build the neces
sary military installations, including air 
strips, pill boxes, improvement of docks, 
exporting of the necessary mechanized 
equipment, the installation of communi
cation centers, the supplying of food, the 
equipping of a number of divisions of 
trained men that would actually be nec
essary properly to fortify Greece and 
Turkey. I think what we are doing here 
today is a serious matter, and I sincerely 
trust that we have not taken a step that 
may well lead to the repetition of past 
experiences. I am afraid that another 
world war would destroy liberty at home 
and abroad. In my humble judgment, 
the matter of assistance to Greece and 
Turkey should have been handled by the 
United Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that. all debate on 
this amendment and ·· all ·amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? . 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment seeks to give the veterans a 
preference of employment in an isolated 
case where we are going to undertake a 
particular project in two countries. I do 
not believe that the American veterans 
of this last war or any other war in which 
this couritry has engaged want any fur
ther privileges over the average citizen 
in this country. We veterans have been 
well taken care of by the American Con
gress arid the American people and are 
grateful. That is the first point. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the· 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON: I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. SNYDER. Is it not true th.at ·un
der our general law now the veterans get 
preference without this special provision. 
ir~ this legislation? -

Mr. FULTON. That was my second 
point. U:nder the general law already 
existing, under civil service, the veterans 
::-.re ·adequately taken care of, and I do 
not believe that we should start the prac
tice of hanging this veterans' preference 
on every· bill that comes up here. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle~ 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. The 
gentleman has suggested that the veter
ans were well satisfied and being well 
taken care of. If the gentleman will just 
travel around over the country-and I 
assume ~he gentleman is a veteran-and 
look around a little and listen to the men 
talk, he may change that opinion. Fur
ther, what is wrong with placing a pro
vision in here that will give the boys that 
fought for freedom along with you, and 
fought for all of us, and fought for our 
country this privilege? Why not give 
them an opportunity? Why not nail it 
down by this amendment so that they 
can be taken care of? What is wrong 
with that? . 
· Mr. FULTON. I disagree. i had 
yielded at length to the successor of my 
good friend, Carroll Reece, and I feel I 
cannot yield any longer. 

I might say that the veterans who are 
returning want to be citizens first and 
veterans second, and that we do not want 
always to be asking for special privileges. 
We feel when we have been given pro
tection under a general act, and when we 
have been given very generous treatment 
by this Congress, that there can be little 
complaint. 
- The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from North Dakota 
[Mr. LEMKE]. 

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
care for 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. If no one else is 
seeking recognition, the Chair will -put 
the question. 
· The question is on the amendment of~ 
fered by the. gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. PHILLIPS]. -

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BENDER: Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENDER: 
On page 1. line 5, after the word "furnish'!, 

insert "nonmilitary." 
On page 1, line 7, after the semicolon, 

insert. "and." 
On page 2, line S, .strike out the semicolon 

and insert in lieu thereof a period. 
On page 2, !ine 9, strike out all down to 

the end of · section 1. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, the in
tent of this amendment is to eliminate 
from this bill all of its military provi
sions. For years in America the Beauti
ful, as long as I can remember, we have 
been singing in our churches, "In the 
Cross of Christ I glory towering o'er the 
·wrecks of time." One thing is sure, this 
legislation will increase the wreckage, 
but if this legislation is Christian doc
trine then I do not know what the Chris
tian Church stands for or represents. 
I can imagine how our people will feel 
seeing Uncle Sam arm in · arm with 
Greek and Turkish monarchists march~ 
ing-down the pike and singing, "Onward, 
Christian Soldiers." 
. _Mr. Chairman, wholesale hypocrisy 
has been practiced on the . American 
·people by the administration in the pre:
senting of this bill for an international 
military alliance in the name of relief. 
Most of the newspapers, many of the 
radio commentators, and all of the State 
-Department bureaucrats have used the 
word "relief." This, as I believe every 
person in the House recognizes, and as 
the able gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Coxl has stated, is a complete, deliberate 
act of wholesale misrepresentation. It is 
a scandal on the .morality a~d the polit
ical ethics of the Truman administration 
that it should have engaged in this mon
strous misrepresentation concerning the 
nature of the present bill before us. The 
sham, the pretense, the tears, the public 
vulgarity accompanying this monstrosity 
reflects on the intent of the administra
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps some Member 
of the House feels that these are strong 
words. Some Members of the House who 
oppose this bill have been accused of 
demagogy by exactly those-people who in 
a complete spirit of Machiavellian dema
gogy have attempted to sell this lnsan~ 
military alliance to the American people 
under the pretext that it was giving food 
to the hungry and clothes to the naked. 

Mr. Chairman, former President Her
bert Hoover; in speaking to a group of 
Members of the House a couple of months 
ago, stated that $60,000,000 would ade
quately take care of all of the relief needs 
of Greece in the next year. Herbert 
Hoover was sent abroad by President 
Truman to determine the relief needs. 
This was his answer. · 

Mr. Chairman, many of us in the 
House deeply appreciate the heroic sacri
fices of the Greek people in the last war. 
If any people in the world deserve gen
erosity and gratitude from America, it is 
the Greek people. They need food. they 
need-· clothes, they need economic help. 
I, for one, am more than ready to extend 
such hei'p. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, in 
order that the genuine desires of the 
American people to assist the Greek peo-

/ 
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pie shall not become a pawn in the hands 
of power-mad State Department bureau
crats, I am offering this amendment 
which, when it strikes from this bill all 
of its military aspects, will m:tke of the 
present bill a genuine, bona fide, 100-
percent relief bill-pure and simple. 

Turkey needs no relief. It is fat, and 
is fat on the traitorous war profits which 
it squeezed from us and from its dealings 
with Hitler Germany. It needs no relief 
and no proponent of this measure has 
ever dared to suggest that it needs relief. 

Mr. Chairman, the British for 2 years 
have organized, financed, and waged a 
merciless civil war against the great ma
jority of the Greek people. They have 
taken American money to pay for their 
civil war, and they have used our sup
plies and UNRRA relief in the past to 
bolster up their criminal attack on the 
democratic rights and liberties of the 
Greek patriots now_ fighting in the moun-
tains of Greece. · 

Food for the rich aristocracy of Athens 
and bullets for the machine guns with 
which to attack the democratic peasantry 
of Greece is not my idea of a relief bill. 
Long ago, in 1776, we separated ourselves 
from the ruthless policies of British im
Perialism. It would be the height of folly 
for us to employ on a world scale their 
ruthless tactics of civil war against the 
poor and relief for the rich. 

Mr. Speaker, the House should repudi
ate the monstrous misrepresentation 
generated by ()Ur State Department. It 
should repudiate the arrogant hypocrisy 
under which this proposal has been of
fered to the American people. We should 
make this bill a genuine relief measure. 
We should strike from this bill every ele
ment regarding the military. I urge.that 
the-House in all good conscience and good 
faith adopt the amendment which I am 
offering to eliminate all the military fea
tures from this bill. 

·Mr. EAToN. Mr. Chairman, we are 
making some progress now. I ask unani.:. 
mous consent that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, it is early 
in the day and I think we ought to have 
a . little more time. to speak on this bill. 

I plead with the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs not to press his 
request. 

Mr. EATON. The distinguished ma
jority leader, the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HALLEcK], suggests that I ask 
that debate on this amendment close in 
20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey asks that all debate on 
this amendment. close in 20 minutes. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I do 
so merely to ask the chairman this ques
t' on. 

I trust this is not evidence of an incli
nation to cut off debate because that is 
the thing we have been pleading for. 
What if it is going to take another day? 

Mr. EATON. The gentleman's trust is 
well placed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I object, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am apparently one of 
the insane Machiavellians that my friend 
from Ohio LMr. BENDER] has referred to 
in smearing all those who feel that this 
bill should pass. 

You remember Bert Williams' song, 
"You don't need to know how much you 
know in order to know how little you 
know." -

I have been to GreecE and Turkey. I 
have recently talked to the elected rep
resentatives of 23 countries in Cairo. I 
realize th::.t I do not know all about this. 
I have talked off the record with our am
bassadors to Greece and Turkey and our 
military men here and in those countries. 
I realize ": do not know all about this 
problem. But I know a great deal more 
about this and the threat to our own se
curity which is involved than does my 
colleague who criticizes with wild and 
reckless generalities those who support 
this measure. 

The pending amendment would take 
out the military advice and the military 
equipment which is proposed in this bill 
to give these two couptries a chance to 
defend themselves against Soviet attacks. 
This amendment would make this a nice 
economic bill so that · these countries 
could build themselves into richer prizes 
for Soviet aggression. This amendment 
makes this into a Henry Walla.ce bill. 
Wallace is the individual who is so anx
ious to furnish economic help over there 
but no military help of any kind so that 
these two countries may become richer 
and juicier Soviet prizes. I do not think 
the House wants to adopt the Henry 
Wallace program by adopting this 
amendment. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge that 
the amendment be defeated. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, ever since this proposal 
for this sort of aid to Greece and Turkey 
was brought to our attention by the 
President, I have been alarmed and wor
ried by its implications: I have sought 
the advice of the people of tpe district 
I represent -and the generous response 
has been gratifyingly thorough and 
thoughtful. I have, of course, studied 
the committee report and the debate. 

Mr. Chairman. the situation in which 
we find ourselves in our consideration of 
this bill reminds me of the situation 
which confronted an early settler in the 
central part of New York State. He 
was a prosperous settler, the most pros
perous in the entire area. Within his 
stockade, which lay in the center of his 
cultivated fields, he maintained a fine 
supply of arms and ammunition. It was 
a limited supply because all supplies were 
limited, but it ·was, nevertheless, suffi
ciently adequate to deter the savage Iro
quois Indians from making a .direct at
tack upon his settlement. This did not 
prevent the Iroquois, however, from 
commencing to threaten and harass the 

• 

friendly and less warlike Mohicans wl:lo 
lived in . the se.ttlement's . near vicinitY .. 
The settler knew that if these friendly 
Indians were destroyed, his danger at 
the hands of the Iroquois would be 
greater. He did not have enough guns 
and ammunition to arm all the friendly 
Mohicans but he reached the conclusion 
that it would be worth while to make a 
show of arming a few of them to demon
strate to the Iroquois that he meant 
business. His aim was to protect both 
his friends and himself. He also 
reached the conclusion that if this show 
of force failed, he would not leave him
self defenseless by making panic distri
bution of the great bUlk of his arms and 
ammunition. Instead, if and when an 
all-out attack by the Iroquois compelled 
him to retire into his stockade, he would 
still be strong and ready with food and 
guns and bullets and g1,1npowder. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill to aid 
Greece and Turkey. Beyond that, how
ever, and for. my part, I will oppose 
spreading our resources and our arms 
and our ammunition with such a free 
hand and in so many directions that we 
will be unable to withstand the Iroquois 
if and wheri they attack. 
· Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimou.<> consent to extend my remarks 
at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON J? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio which, if 
adopted, deprives the b111 of all military 
signjficance and makes it purely a relief 
measure. 
- This amendment lays bare the real is

sue involved i11 this bill which has been 
largely evaded during the 3-day debate. 
Why should we camouflage and sugar
coat the decision which is before us? Let 
us face it squarely. This bill is a measure 
for military defense of the United States, 
an'd all for which the United states 
stands in the world today. That is why 
I am for it. 

One by one the outposts of freedom 
have been engulfed by the onrushing tide 
of a world power which recognizes noth
ing but force and which intends to dom
inate the entire world. If Greece and 
Turkey, keys to. the Near East, are so 
engulfed, the loss of Europe, Asia, and 
Africa is inevitable. The President of 
the United States in joint convention, 
has solemnly informed us that we, and 
we alone, can stem this tide. He 'las in
formed the Congress that a crumbling 
and bankrupt British Empire is no longer 
able to act, and that the United Nations 
organization, torn with dissension and 
restricted in its powers by its own charter, 
cannot meet· this situation. His state
ment in this respect in corroborated by 
Warren Austin, delegate to the United 
Nations, and by Senator VANDENBERG 
who has inserted safeguards in the meas
ure now before us to make sure that we 
shall not violate our obligation to· that 
organization. The President ·has for
mally declared our policy to us and to the 
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\vofld ·an·d calls Upon-congreSs to·supp6rt 
him. How can· we·-do ·~therWise? · .. 
· we· have the bitter lessons of' two wars 
to guide us·. We failed-to act' when Hitler 
invaded the Rhineland, when the Nazis 
overpowered Czechos~ovakia, and _when 
Japan entered· Qhina. As a result, we 
expended thousands of lives and billions 
of dollars to gain beachheads in north 
Africa, Normandy, and on the Islands· of 
the Pacific. Shall we weakly surrender 
ail that we have gained at such tremen
dous cost?,. 

dictate that has not, and·wm not, hob-nob 
.. with the former pal of Hitler; Joe Stalin. 

The vote which we cast today is inore 
important thari any that will be cast in 
this.,or perhaps any other session of Con.;. 
gress. The eyes of 'the world are upon 
this Chamber. The enemies of freedom, 
both foreign and domeStic, are watching 
·us. -· To be sure, if we embark upon• the 
course that this bill provH:les·we may ulti.;. 
mately .face ·war, but if we reject that 
course ·we shall certainly face war or lose 
our liberties. Every. school child".knows 
·the words of the g,reat Virginian . who 
made the first speech in · pur history 
against·appeasement: · 

What is it that the gentlemen wish? • • • 
Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, as to be 
purchased at the price of chainS and slavery? 
:Forbid it, Almighty .Qodl 

I am sorry ·that such a candidate-:
such a guardian-is not yet in sight. I 
also know that 80 percent of the Amer
ican people are getting sick and tired of 
our Uncle's behavior~ and demand such 
a candidate.- They know that our Uncle 
is the easy prey of the global gold dig
gers-that he is denuding our Nation. 
They know that be is leading-us -into an:.. 
other undeclared war. · . 
· I, too, realize that this is a momentous 
decision. But it need not be, if· we 
remember that our ·first duty is -to our 
own Nation. It is an easy decision.
_unless we knock-kneedly follow a ·· few 
misguided, silver-topped octogenarians in 
·both chambers . pf this Capitol. · · 
. The R_epugli9.an -Party was ·kept .out of 
.the . White House for 16 years because it 
·_had no positive program~because its 
candidates were . "me-too" followers of 
'the· One Worlders-globetrotters. The 
'Democrats inet' a disastrous rebuke last 
November 5 because they too blindly, fol
-lowed blind leaders·. . 

We, as a nation, . cannot escape our 
manifest destiny which is to defeiid free
dom at home and abroad. A vote against 
this bill is a vote for. that policy of isola
tionism and appeasement . which has 
twice led us do.wn the road to war. 
r I repeat that this bill, while _it properly 
carries re.lief to the sufier~rs of Greece, is. 
Jundamentally a mea&ure {or the milit_ary 

. The time has- come for both parties 
'to again adopt the policy of our fore- · 
fathers, and avoid globetrotting .and 
foreign entanglements. The time has 
come for my Democratic friends to adopt 
the doctrines· of Thomas Jefferson. The 
·time has" come for my Republican friends 
'to adopt the doctrines of Abraham Lin
·coin. When that day comes, it w111 be a; 
glorious day for the United States of 

·'America. .· - · · · 

·defense of this ·country. I shall vote for · 
#. . . 

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike ·out the last word; .. arid I ask 
unanimous consent' to proceed for three 
additional minutes: - · · 

·. The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request . of . tpe gentleman . from 
North Dakota [Mr. ·LEMKE]? · 
· There was no objection. 
· Mi". LEMKE;. Mr. Chairman; our 
Uncle Sam has gone delinquent. ' He is 
in 'his second childhood. He has de
serted beautiful Miss Columbia and her 
140,000,000 sons and daughters. He has 

As I listened the other day to the 
'geptleinan from Georgia [Mr. Coxl, I 
·was impressed 'with his dreadful earnest
·ness. and astonished at his fallacious. 
argument .. It was the same ol.d story

·.arm. other nations, and they will protect 
us-will save us from war. How. does 
the gentleman know on which side the 
Greeks or Turks will be in the next con
fUct? Dbes he not know that an arma-. 
ment race_ always has, and always will 
end in war? 

Since when have we become so 
-cowardiy that we . have to arm other 
-nations to do our .fighting-Hessians. 
I deny that that is essential, or for the 
best interest of our Nation or for the · 
peace of the world. It means war. 
- Whenever the day comes that love for 'become an international philanderer. 

·He is chasing r.ed, pink, green, and oti
·colored skirts all 'over the world. He is 
squandering the_ wealth that Miss Co:
lumbia and her 140,000,000 sons and 
daughters have created. 

The time has come that we appoint a 
guardian to protect him from his folly, 
and prevent him from squandering the 
substance of our Nation-from giving 
away to gold diggers· that which belongs 
to Miss Columbia and her sons and 
daughters-that which belongs to un
born generations. 

· our country and patriotism falls so low, 
.tliat this kind of chicanery is necessary, 
then the Republic that you and I have 
cherished and loved-the Republic that 
the world has looked to as a model of 
justice and decency to all nations-will 
be dead. Then, we will have surrendered 
all that is sacred and good to the human 
race. 

I know of no better guardian than a 
Republican candidate for President in 
1948, who believes in America first, last 
and all the time, with justice to all na
tions, whether they be . the so-called 52 
peace-loving nations-should be aggres
sors-or our vanquished foes. One who · 
believes in the Stars and Stripes rather 
than in a mongrel flag. A candidate who 
.knows enough to . ,kpow _that . the · One 
Worlders have been deflated. A can-

Let us no longer be blind followers of 
deceptive slogans. We were deceived and 
led into World War I by false slogans. 
Then it was, "He kept us out of war," 
"Too proud to fight," "America first," 
and then "Benevolent belligerency," "A 
little group of willful men," "War to end 
all .wars," and, "Make the world safe for 
democracy." Time has ·proven the dis-
honesty of all those slogans. 

IIi World War II it was "Raise the arms 
embargo anci save Ol,Jr boys," "Give us 
the tools and we will do the fighting
lend-lease.~· "The four. freedoms,"- _ and 
then "I say again and again and again 

• 

your sons will not· be sent to foreign bat
tlefields." Time has proven these slogans 
false. · There .. are no ·Jour- freedoms ·and 
·our boys: did the fighting. . _ 

· Whatever difficulties we face today are 
of our own making. We went to bed with 
the former pal of -Hitler and we are reap
ing the reward. Our Presidents and 
leaders were outgeneraled at Teheran, 
Yalta, and Potsdam. In place of looking 
for more- entanglements · the time has 
come for Congress to repudiate Yalta, 
Teheran, Potsdam, and all the other 
commitments that are not in keeping 
with decency and honesty among the 
nations. 
. History repeats itself. Se does war. 
-so do slogans. We are -now being de
ceived· into World W-ar III: Now we are 
told that we-less than 7 percent of the 
·world's population and owing twice as 
much as the rest of the world together
must become a permanent, international 
Santa Claus. We are told that we must 
not only feed the world but that we must 

·arm and set nation against nation. That 
we must arm Greece and .Turkey and set 
them against Hitler's -former -pal, more 
recently· our pal. -
- · In his special message to Congress the 
President short-circuited the UN-the 
angeL of peace that concealed the truth 
and sanctioned the liquidation of Lith
uan~a. Latvia, Estonia, part of Poland, 
and part of Fin-land by the -former pal of 
Hitler. The President insists that we ac
c_~pt reneging ·British commitments and 
assume guardianshi-p of Greece, Turkey, 
and other nations. He says we must do 
this ·in order to head·oti communism-to 
save Britain from Russia~ · · 

·In his armament race; in his power 
·p,olitics, th~ President. is followipg the 
unfortunate footsteps of the former Pres
ident.- He is ·entering an undeclared war. 
All this could have been· avoided if at 
Potsdam he had repudiated Yalta and 
taken,a firm stand by telling Stalin to get 
back into h_is own country where he be
longs and stay there. · 

-Again,. at about the time-that the Pres
ident asked for. the $400,000,000 to arm 
Greece and Turkey against communism, 
our Government was turning over 650 
artillery shell pressers and other imple:.. 
ments of war to Russia as reparations. 
These were from the part of Germany 
that we .occupy: The German war plants 
were dismantled and shipped to Russia. 
With one hand we arm Russia and with 
the other we are asked to equip the 
Greeks and Turks to combat her. The 
time has come to wake up. There is dan
ger ahead. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I make the point of order a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and twenty-nine Members are present. 
a quorum. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. GARY]. 
. Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, the news

papers during the las.t . few days have 
told us of the celebration throughout 
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'"SoViet . Russia:. of. "Soviet Radio · Day." 
-The Soviet radio throughout Russia arid 
in broadcasts to other countries has been 
telling the world that the So"viet radio is 
"objective because it has nothing to hide" 
and has been assailing the. American 
radio as a part of -the "reactionary press." 

· The Soviet radio has even attacked the 
Voice of America and I would like to read 
a part of a broadcast which the Russians 
sent over the air in four languages in 

· Europe. 
This broadcast is the second recogni

tion the Russians have officially given 
to the - Voice of the ·United States of 
America which has been broadcasting 
the news of the United States to the 
Soviet Union. Dya Ehrenberg, the noted 
Soviet propagandiSt, previ<;>usly has told 
us that the Voice of America is being 
heard in Soviet Russia. This new broad-

.cast confirms the fact that many Rus
sians are hearing the Voice of America 
and that apparently Russia is worried 
that they will hear more truth than 
they receive from Soviet newspapers and 
over the Soviet· radio. 

Here is what this Russian radio broad
cast said: 

When the famous Russian savant Alex
ander Popov · discovered the methOd to 
transmit sound . over a distance, he had 
visions of enriching humanity by the most 
perfect means of communication, expanding 
the- vtewpetnts of ·the people who were af
forded the possibility to transmit their 
thoughts and feelings from one end of the 
earth to the other with the speed of light. 
However, every one of humanity's great ac
complishments can be twisted, and the world 
mass now repeatedly witnessed this. The 
German radio was in the hands of Goebbels 

. for a few ye~rs, and ther~ began the de
moralization of the German people,. a source 

. of ·misinformation: a . propagandist for · war, 
murder, and robbery, and .of race . theories 
'hostile · to huni:aiuty. · · ·· 

To hear the same motives in a more demo-
. cratizec:t version, one has but to tune in on 
the New York wave lengths. There we .Pear 
propaganda for the need to create Ameri
can • • •. Throughout the world. we 
hear imperialistic plans for the conquest of 
strategic positions in the Near East and the 
Levant; hysterical appeals for a crusade 

: ~;tgainst communism, against socialism, and 
labor unions; in general, against any pro
gressive derr.ocratic movement, slanderous 
fabrications about countries of the new 

. democracy, etc., etc. 
Some peopl~ accuse the Soviet people that 

they are too sensitive about such reports. 
But the fact is that in * • • our So
cialist country there is no room for the dis
semination of slander and falsification. This 
arouses aversion on our part simply because 
we are decent. The Soviet information is 
objective because it has nothing to hide. 
With us there are no monopolist groups 
which pay good salaries for falsifications. 

Facts in themselves are objective, but there 
.is not one radio station nor newspaper in 
the world which in reporting these facts 
does not express a certain standpoint. The 

· point is, Whose standpoint? Soviet radios 
throughout the world express the true and 
sincere opinion of the entire Soviet • • • 
of the powerful and peace-loving people that 
is prepared to collaborate with all to. create 
a democratic peace. But in countries where 
everything is figured in dollars, where the 
radio is a source of income to the instigators 
of a new • • • there the radio is not 
t"he expression of the people, but that of 
those 60 or 100 or 200 families who control 
the radio stations. 

This broadcast is only one of many 
recent Soviet broadcasts in a campaign 
of false and malicious information about 
the United States over the air waves of 
the world. 

Since March 12, when President Tru
man proposed the $400,000,000 loan to 
Greece and Turkey, the Soviet radio has 
been systematically attacking what they 
call the "atom" and "dollar" diplomacy of 
"imperialist capitalists" to take over 
Turkey and Greece. • -

This campaign reached its climax dur
ing the past week when the Soviet radio 
began broadcasting the attack of their 
newspaper Izvestia on Secretary Mar
shall's speech on the Moscow Confer
ence. On Soviet Radio Day this attack 
was broadcast in 19 transmissions in 12 
languages throughout Europe and the 
Near East--the greatest concentrated at
tack the· Soviet radio has ever made on 
a statement of the President or the Sec
retary of State of the United States. The 
Soviet bro'adcasts went' to Greece, Tur
key, and the Arabic countries which the 
Voice · of America does not now reach. 
It is highly important that we make 
every efi'ort to tell the American story 
in this _highly important region. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the debate on this bill·, 
commonly known as the loan to Greece 
and Turkey; has been ill. the most part 
earnest and sincere and of a very high 
order. The debate has re:ftected-the fact 
that the membership is much concerned 
about what is the proper course to take. 
This is in all sincerity a very important 
bill because it calls for a coll)plete de
parture in governmental policy. · I want 
to emphasize this statement that this is 
a complete departure in governmental 
pDlicy and further that it is tremendously 
important. It is appallingly important. 
I hope that whatever action the House 
takes on this proposed legislation will 
ultimately prove to be for the best in
terest of our country and future genera
tions. 

M-uch has been said on the floor of 
this House and through the press sug
gesting that this question is much the 
same as the question which confronted 
our country when we enunciated the 
Monroe Doctrine. I fall to see any simi
larity between this problem and the 
problems which confronted us in Presi
dent Monroe's time. In fact the situa
tion seems to be diametrically di1Ierent. 
At that time we were laying the founda
tions of America. We said then, in effect, 
that any attempt by an European nation 
to gain dominion irr America would be 
considered by us as an unfriendly act 
and would be opposed to the limit of our 
resources. In other words, we were then 
protecting ourselves. We were, in effect, 
removing ourselves away from all Euro
pean aggression. We purposely assumed 
a defensive attitude. I think that any 
attempt at this time to establish a so
called Truman doctrine and claim for it 
the merits of the Monroe Doctrine is 
simply an effort to enhance the political 
stature of · Mr. Truman. The course 
sought to be established by this bill is in 
every .respect a course toward imperial
ism. It is a course that promises to lead 

us into foreign entanglements and not 
away from them. 

Many of the Members who have spoken 
on this :ftoor in advocacy of this legisla-

. tion have frankly admitted that we are 
starting on a new course. · We are not 
following a course of defending America 
for the protection of Americans but we 
are following a course which its advo
cates say is one that takes liberty to the 
peoples of other countries and other con
tinents. This may be true but as yet I 
am not convinced that it is the right 
course. Personally, I think that this 
proposed course is of such tremendous 
importance that we should give it more 
consideration than has been given _to it. 
·When we enter upon this course we will 
find ourselves moving inevitably toward 
a one world. I think that the leaders 
of our country are not Justifiea in mov
ing so aggressively on this course. The 
people of the country have not been 
thoroughly advised with reference to the 
tremendo\15 changes which this course is 
bound to bring us from a national and an 
international standpoint. 

Personally, I do not think that the time 
has come when this great country of ours 

· should throw itself into any movement 
that has for its ultimate purpose a one
world government. ·The fact that there 
is so much honest uncertainty in the 
minds of so many Members of Congress 
is proof to me that we are today embark-

' ing upon a course, the end of which we 
cannot safely foresee. The situation, to 
my mind is not so imminent as to demand 
-this action at this time. 

The President in the speech he made at 
Waco, Tex., on March 6, took unto him
self much more authority and power 
than rightfully belong to the Presidency . 
The President has no right to commit our 
people to a course which carries with it 
such momentous consequences. I should 
like to ask where, under our theory of 
government, does the President have a 
right to commit the American people to 
this course of action. In his speech at 
Waco, he said: 

At this particular time, the whole world 
is concentrating much of its thought and 
energy on attaining the objectives of peace 
and freedom. These objectives are bound up 
completely with a third objective-reestab
lishment of world trade. In fact the three
peace, freedom, and world trade--e.re in
separable. 

I agree with the President when he says 
that the whole world is anxious for peace 
and freedom. But I do not agree that 
peace and freedom and world trade are 
inseparable. In fact I claim that in all 
the history of our country freedom has 
been the cardinal purpose of our coun
try and that we cherished this purpose 
as fervently and even more fervently in 
war than in peace. Freedom is one thing 
and peace is another and world trade. is 
quite another. They are all desirable 

·but not inseparable. We would be justi
fied to go to war for freedom's sake but 
not for the sake of world trade. 

When the President says, "Our foreign 
. relations, political and economic, are in
divisible, we cannot say that we ·are will

. ing to cooperate in the one field and are 
unwilling to cooperate in the other," he 
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takes unto himself more authority than 
belongs to the office of the Presidency. 
In fact he attempts to commit our great 
Nation to a policy upon which our people 
have never publicly spoken. We have 
fought wars in defense of our political 
relationships but not in defense of our 
trade relationships. Furthermore, if 
our people have ever spoken on this sub
ject, their voice has been recorded exact
ly opposite to the position which the 
President takes. We have always main
tained that as far as our relationships 
with foreign countries are concerned, 
our political relationship is one thing and 
our economic !'elationship is something 
else. He attempts to sound forth a new 
policy which is not a recognized Ameri
can policy. 

The American emissaries at the Eco
nomic Conference in Geneva which is 
now in session are encountering stub
born obstacles in their efforts to foist this 
program upon the world. The opposi
tion which they are encountering is a 
natural opposition. They are in Geneva 
representing a Nation in which a ·free 
economy has .always been maintained 
and in which private industry and free
dom of action have been the dominat
ing and controlling forces. They are 
now attempting to deal and bargain with 
representatives of some nations whose 
economy is now largely state-controlled 
and with some nations that are con
trolled by communistic dictatorships. In 
other words, the representatives of the 
countries with whom we are dealing can 
speak with the authority of a dictator 
and can make trades without regard to 
the people of their respective countries 
while our representatives must consult 
with the people whom they represent. 
Our representatives represent a free peo
ple while many of the other representa
tives speak for the state or the dictator 
who is above the people. 

The attempt of the President to speak 
for America is nothing more or less than 
an attempt on the part of the New Deal 
leadership to continue the practices of 
President Roosevelt as he went about the 
world committing our country to courses 
of action without having consulted the 
people or their elected representatives. 
When it was so plain that the most un
sophisticated of our people knew that 
we would have trouble with Russia after 
the war why did not President Roosevelt 
in some of his many secret conferences 
anticipate what is happening today and 
guard against it? I have always main
tained that the countries whose peoples 
were of the same racial extractions and 
of the same religious philosophies and 
the same politiqal philosophies as ours 
should have joined together in the 
fluxing processes of the last war. They 
should have been encouraged to stand 
together against the communistic and 
pagan and anti-Christian and anti
human freedom countries of eastern 
Europe. 

Likewise, the President in his message 
to Congress on March 1?. assumed to 
commit our country to courses of action 
which the American people have not 
approved. As I have already stated, the 
President has no inherent right to com
mit our country to courses of action 

unless the same have been well recog
nized courses and unless the people have 
accepted them or unless the country is 
in imminent danger. 

I quote from the President's message: 
I therefore aslr the Congress to provide 

authority for assistance to Greece and Turkey 
in the amount of--- $400,000,000 for the period 
ending June 30, 1948. In requesting these 
funds , I have taken into consideration the 
maximum amount of r elief assist ance which 
would kle furnished to Greece out of the 
$350,000,000 which I recently requested that 
the Congress authorize for the prevention 
of starvation and · suffering in countries 
devastated by the war. 

In addition to fur::ds , I ask the Congress to 
authorize the detail of American civilian and 
military personnel to Greece and Turkey, at 
the request of those countries, to assist in 
the tasks of reconstruction, and for the pur
pose of supervising the use of such financial 
and material assistance as may be furnished. 
I recommend that authority also be provided 
for the instruction and training of selected 
Greek and Turkish personnel. 

Finally, I ask that the Congress provide 
authority which will permit the speediest and 
most effective use, in terms of needed com
modities, supplies, and equipment, of such 
funds as may be authorized. 

If further funds, or further authority, 
should be needed for purposes indicated in 
this message, I shall not hesitate to bring 
the situation before the Congress. On this 

.subject the executive and legislative branches 
of the Government must work together. 

In this message the President says: 
In addition to funds, I ask the Congress to 

authorize the detail of American civilians and 
military personnel to Greece and Turkey. 

I maintain that the President went en
tirely too far in attempting to commit our 
country to a new course which is entirely 
contrary to the foreign philosophy that 
we have heretofore followed. Never be
fore in the history of our country has a 
President attempted to embark our coun
try on a course of military aggrandize
ment or military imperialism. When we 
pass this legislation, we are doing it at 
the behest of the President and in an at
tempt to follow the course which I main
tain that he has improperly charted for 
us. If _this bill is passed as it is, as 
many Members who have already spoken 
on this matter have said, it is just the 
beginning. The President in the re
marks that I have already quoted makes 
the solemn announcement as follows: 

If further funds or further authority 
should be needed for purposes indicated in 
this message, I shall not hesitate to bring 
the situation before the Congress. 

My colleagues, this action that we are 
about to take is the first step in the third 
world war. The Pr.esident's language can 
mean nothing else. This appropriation 
of $400,000,000 is a military appropria
tion, and nothing else. 

I maintain that the country is not 
ready for a declaration of war, ahd I 
shall not vote for a measure which is 
virtually a declaration of war. I main
tain that the situation is not so immi
nent as to require this action. 

I am sorry that our State Department 
does not have the confidence of the 
American people. I only wish it did 
have. That it does not have is due to 
-its failure to be forthright in its dealing 
with the peQple. If we had a st_rong 
Department of State in which the Amer-

ican people had confidence and if we 
had an Executive who was recognized 
as a leader of thought in his own right, 
and if these two great departments of the 
Government, after the approval of the 
military and naval authorities of the 
·Government, would bring us the infor
mation that any foreign country was 
surely and certainly planning military 
opposition that would threaten the rights 
and safety of our great country, I would 
then, as I have done in the last several 
years, vote to support them in such a 
program. But since the situation is en
tirely different , I feel it my duty not to 
cast a vote that from all indications will 
lead us into war. 

In this connection, and in all serious
ness, let me ask, Why is it that the United 
Nations organization has not been called 
upon to lend its good offices in an effort 
to compose and resolve these differences? 
Of all the nations in the world that 
should recognize the United Nations, it 
is the United States of America. We 
were more responsible for its establish
ment than any other country and we 
pay more for its maintenance than any 
other country. No one of those who 
have spoken that I have heard 11as 
claimed that the United Nations could 
not have jurisdiction in this case. It 
may be that it is not a case to come 
within the jurisdiction of the United 
Nations, but surely when the United 
Nations was set up it was contemplated 
that that organization would have such 
jurisdiction as would permit it to con
sider whatever issues this problem raises. 
But so long as there are Communists 
holding high. places in our Government, 
and so long as persons in high places 
in the Government such as was the case 
in the Roosevelt administration, who 
knowingly associate and collaborate with 
well-known communistic persons and 
groups, l do not feel like taking steps 
that will sur~ly involve us in war. Let 
us put our house in order first. Then 
let us encourage those peoples who sub
scribe to our political and social philoso
phies and then let us make ourselves 
strong in a military and naval way and 
while we are doing this let us call upon 
the United Nations organization to pro
tect Greece and Turkey from the insidi
ous en.croachments of Soviet Russia 
through her infiltrations .of communism 
and other sinister philosophies and prac
tices which upset the internal peace and 
prosperity of Greece and Turkey. When 
and if all these efforts fail we can then 
appeal to the arbitrament of war. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, in listening to the re
marJ.{s concerning the Greek-Turkish 
loan, as recommended to Congress by the 
President, it seems to me there can be 
one open door to the course of action tCl' 
be taken. The program is being dis
cussed throughout the length and 
breadth of our land and in foreign coun
tries as well. It becomes now the imme
diate problem of the Members of Con
gress, after thorough investigation, dis
cussion, and debate, to decide which 
policy this country will follow. No Mem·· 
ber or group of men can foresee the far
reaching effects and ultimate outcome 
the action will have. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 4927 
There are in this country a great num

ber of intelligent Americans representing 
every walk of economic and political life, 
who have a firm belief in democracy and 
in its survival. We, in the United States, 
live under the oldest written Constitu
tion in the world. We have a tradition 
of freedom. Despite occasional irration
alities, the dislike of servility and regi
mentation is deeply ingrained in the 
American character. To exercise· free 
speech, free choice, free government, is 
one of America's chief contributions to 
the world. This tradition of freedom 
constitutes a backbone that. refuses to 
crumble before authority. The strength 
of this democracy of freedom is that the 
United States must remain firm and true 
to its purpose. The true American feels 
that what is best in his own democracy 
will be best for men in all other countries 
seeking like ideals. There is nothing we 
want for ourselves that we do not want, 
ultimately, for the rest of the world. 

We know the philosophy of Russia and 
the policy that follows the infiltration 
of ideologies into smaller countries, with 
the ultimate objective to incorporate 
through revolt and revolution or by con
quest. This policy was followed by Hitler 
during his leadership in Germany. 

Now, as we are faced with these nations 
which have suffered the ravages of war 
and are now in a state of unrest and fear 
of being pressed into submission by an 
aggressor nation, it seems to me, that 
America must take a firm stand in its 
foreign policy and discontinue the policy 
of appeasement. .Appeasement leads 
only to more appeasement until we should 
soon find our backs to the wall and our 
leadership as a Nation completely wrest
ed from us. The consequences are not 
hard to imagine. 

To accept a do-nothing policy puts 
democracy under a handicap. We can
not continue a great democracy by giving 
ourselves up as individuals to selfishness 
and physical comfort and be blind to the 
desperate need of others. The very 
foundation of the American ideal of a 
better and richer life for all is that oth
ers, in varying degrees, may share it. 

There are two alternatives for our ac_. 
tion toward Greece and Turkey. One is 
lending aid, thereby furnishing the help 
needed to retain their freedom. The 
other, to serve notice to them that we are 
not concerned with their problem, thus 
leaving them in their vain struggle 
against aggression. 

Let us stop and ask ourselves this ques
tion: "Is peace the supreme end of for
eign policy or is the survival of na.tions 
in independence and security a greater 
end than peace?" Through the creation 
of the United Nations organization we 
have hope that these problems will even
tually be settled, but we are all aware 
that at this period in its development and 
progress, it is still unable to cope with 
this responsibility. Therefore, I do not 
concede that we are bypassing the 
United Nations. The Greek-Turkish loan 
is a direct appeal to the United States. 
· Although · included in this are funds 

for military aid, I do not feel ·that this 
action will lead to war, but will lend 
more to bringing about a lasting peace, 
in that these smaller nations will be. put 
in a better position financially and mor-

ally to oppose the pressure being brought 
upon them. 

No great power can be indifferent to 
any of the other great powers. It must 
take a position in regard to all of them. 
There are two great powers left in the 
world.. America is at the crossroads as 
to whether we accept or reject the world 
leadership in the ideals of our democracy 
of freedom. If we accept it, we must 
take a firm and positive stand on foreign 
policy, the object being not only to 
provide security against war but also 
to organize a peace which will prevent 
war. We want a foreign policy so strong 
and so dependable that there is no way 
of challenging it. 

To preserve civilization, we must be 
ready to give the world more than we 
get. The nation or the individual who 
looks for the tangible returns and quick 
profits will be the very one who will 
come back empty handed. We must 
have faith in God and confidence in 
those nations who accept our aid, that 
freedom, security, and peace may be 
achieved. 

Consequently, it is my personal con
viction that I must support this legis
lation. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last three words. 

On the issue before us, I take my po
sition beside Senator HARRY F. BYRD, the 
outstanding patriot from Virginia. Pos
sibly the forces back of the pending bill 
know that it would take us into war, and 
intend that it should. In that case, we 
may be sure the necessary incident to 
start the conflagration will appear in due 
time. 

On the other hand, it may be that those 
responsible for bringing this measure be
fore Congress are not deliberately ma
neuvering the United States into war but 
believe the action they are asking Con
gress to take will somehow spare the 
United States from another holocaust. 
If this be the case, the United States 
would be placing itself in the precarious 
position of possibly losing what power it 
possesses to prevent war. The Greeks 
and Turks might provide incidents of 
their own, in which event they-not we
would make the great decision. Is the 
United States placing its destiny in the 
hands of the Greeks and Turks? 

What will the Turks get out of the · 
war, if this eventuates, and wllat will be 
the spoils of Gteece? Is anyone so naive 
as to believe they would deign to farm 
out their homelands to be used as a war 
base without some promise of territorial 
expansion? Was there not once a far
fiung and powerful Ottoman Empire? 
Are we to presume that this fact does not 
still linger in the minds of the Turks? 

First, the United States used of its re
sources to enthrone Hitler in power. 
Then at a fearful financial, material, and 
moral cost we knocked him off his high 
pedestal, but put something just as bad 
and possibly worse in his place. Now the 
Congress is being importuned and in
veigled to inaugurate a scheme to shear 
Hitler's successor of his power. 

Having accomplished that-more like
ly than not at an additional terrific cost 
of blood and physical and moral re
sources-and possibly the enthronement 
of the Turk in power, wlll the United 

States then be obliged to continue the 
cycle of destroying and reestablishing 
empires by abolishing our latest crea
tion? Where will it all end? God alone 
knows. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and thirty-five Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr-. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10-minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The · Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KERSTEN]. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
ehairman, in the brief time allotted to 
me I should like to say something about 
an incident that very much affected me 
this morning. Over in my office about 
an hour ago a group of Communists 
called upon me, and I imagine other gen
tlemen have had the same experience in 
the last day or so. They wanted very 
much to know how I was going to vote 
on this Greece-Turkey bill. They were 
very much against it, of course. I told 
them to their teeth that I was going to 
vote for it. I further asked these gen
tlemen, and I had to put the question 
six or seven times before I got a straight 
answer, in the event of a conflict of in
terests between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of 
Russia, which Government would they, 
as the Communist Party of the United 
States, support. Their_final answer was 
that they would support the Government 
of Russia against the United States. 

That is the American Communist Party 
for you. Mr. Lenin, on numerous occa
sions, and Mr. Stalin, following him, fre
quently have stated the world-wide ambi
tions of communism. Let us make no 
mistake about their purposes. They 
have exemplified those purposes by the 
countries surrounding Russia today. 

Gentlemen who oppose this measure . 
state that they do so because of the econ
omy of America and that they do not 
wj_sh to deplete · . the resources of the 
United States. Let me ask those gentle
men: Are they willing to let Russia ex
pand over the rest of the world? Are 
they willing to adopt a head-in-the-sand 
policy and permit Russia to take over 
the trade routes of the world? If Rus
sia does that, what will be the result? 
There will result a competition between 
the United States and the Russian
dominated world wherein Russia, having 
a slave economy with ten to fifteen or 
perhaps more million people in slave 
camps working for the Russian economy, 
will compete with the United States. 
Where, then, will our economy end up? 
It wili end up competing with the totali
tarian world. Those gentlemen who talk 
of economy and protecting the economy 
of the United States-are they willing to 
let Russia take over the <.OConomy of the 
world? If that is the situation, then we 



4928 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 9 
will have to become somewhat totalita
rian ourselves to compete with slave 
labor and tht! average of $1.08 an hour 
that American labor now earns will be 
reduced by at least half as a result of 
competing with 15,000,000 slaves. 

Mr. GOFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment which 
would strike all military aid from this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I can think of no 
greater mistake than the attempt to 
strike all military aid from this bill which 
calls for assistance to Greece and Tur- · 
key. Actually, as we all know, this legis
lation cannot be justified merely as relief 
for these two countries. The American 
people are entitled to know that we en
tertain no illusions that the assistance 
we are to render is other than basically 
military and strategic in character. 
However strong may be the need for 
civilian and economic help to indomitable 
Greece, it has been clearly demonstrated 
that Turkey neither needs nor expects 
anything bJJt a bolstering of her out-of
date military machine. In· the case of 
Greece, we will surely lose the chief fruit 
of our_ investment if we do not couple 
such economic help as we are prepared 
to give with advice in reorganizing and 
strengthening her army and by furnish
ing arms and munitions.· . Military aid 
is thus the -heart of tne entire program 
for both countries. 

I think our experience in practicing 
sweet gentleness and forbearance that 
led up to two wars ought to demonstrate 
the futility of temporizing with dicta
tors. An estimable gentleman by the 
name· of Chamberlain found that being 
polite is not always the most effective 
way to deal with bullies. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, we also found that 
being polite to the Japanese in Hawaii 
did not pay. 

Mr. GOFF. I thank the gentleman. 
We will be adopting a halfway meas

ure if we strike the military-aid provi
sion out of this bill. When you are 
dealing with bears you have to speak 
in growls, the only language that a bear 
can understand. 

It seems to me the fundamental issue 
before us is whether we are prepared to 
stop this program of infiltration and ag
gression. We ought to make this action 
strong enough for Stalin to understand 
that we are prepared to go the limit in 
preventing -Greece and Turkey from be
ing taken over as have been the whole 
list of smaller countries on the borders 
of Russia. I was not impressed the 
other day with the argument that· be
cause we had stood by and permitted the 
gobbling up of Finland, Poland, Yugo
slavia, Bulgaria, and other countries that 
we should not now· protect Greece and 
Turkey. Whatever mistakes may have 
been made in yielding to Stalin at Yalta 
and Teheran, I thought Secretary 
Byrnes, fortified ·by bipartisan support at 
home, had stopped backing away and an
nounced there would be no further com
promise on the principles for which we 
had poured out American lives and treas
ure. We have done a lot of talking 
about freedom for small nations and 
their right to self-determination. Now 
is the time to show the world we ·meant 

what we said. What the Russians re
spect most is a firm stand and a strong 
hand. These will come nearer to pre
vention of war with them than any policy 
of appeasement. We did not free Europe 
from the Nazis just to let the Commu
nists move in. That would be throwing 
away the sacrifices we have already 
made. 

We should have had our understand
ing with Russia, without any compro
mise of principles, when her back was 
against the wall, and when she called on 
us for help. Any concession or show of 
weakness on our part now will permit 
her to grow in strength and make the 
inevitable show-down all the more diffi
cult for us when finally it comes. 

After serving in two wars~ I have had 
my fill, but surely we mm;t realize that 
temporizing is r.ot the way to · stop ag
gressors. The people of Russia are en
titled to have any type of government 
they want, but they must not force it 
on us or on the rest of the world. I, too, 
have looked over Hiroshima and Naga
saki. Stalin should understand that we 
are not agreeing to withhold anything 
if he persists in his present course, and 
that is the reason I voted against· the 
amendment on atomic weapons sub
mitted by the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia. I do not propose that we repeat 
the mistake of Britain which sent Cham:. 
berlain over to stop Hitler with an 
umbrella. · 
. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. RAMEY] is recognized. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been said that everybody's mind has been 
made up and the debate means nothing; 
that each one has made up his mind. I 
do not concur. I will state frankly that 
I am grateful for the wo.rk of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. We who do not con.:. 
cur in their conclusions nevertheless re
spect their sincerity and industry. I 
want to commend especially the work of 
Mrs. BOLTON and Mr. VORYS, of our own 
State of Ohio. 

During the 4-day debate my -opinion is 
that. the outstanding address has been 
made by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. MoRRis]. He is a member of the 
opposite party and I have never met the 
honorable gentleman. However, he gave 
a message ·which we must heed when 
in substance he said: "Let us avoid hys
teria. By a11 means let there be no 
speeches for applause and, at the time of 
voting, let us know that emotionalism 
shall not have the right-of-way." Let 
me state frankly that self-will shall not 
guide my vote. 

If Dr. JuDD's amendment had been 
agreed to, I would have supported the 
bill. If the present amendment or any 
amendment is offered and ·carried -which 
will remove us from being an aggressive 
power-politics nation which could. 
change this greatest of all peaceful na
tions into a nation asking for war, I 
could support this measure. I could 
support it if it meant that our tractors in 
Greece which are now rusting would be 
put to work, that there would be a chance 
for a better world and not an opportu
nity for hysteria to lead us into war 
mindedness and war madness. 

War is not imminent, neither is peace 
imminent. Through hysteria, we are now 

building up a straw man at whtch to 
shoot, thus allowing "patriotism to be
come the refuge of a scoundrel." l do not 
mean that the person so shouting is pur
posely a scoundre1 but when hysteria in
stead of sound reasoning guides power 
propaganda talk, he involuntarily be
comes one unintentionally. I shall have 
an open mind but there have been no 
facts presented to show the need which 
has _ been expressed through emotional
ism·. 

There was a time when people called 
others vulgar or profane names. Now, 
we politely call everyone with whom we 
do not agree, a Communist, a Fascist, a 
Nazi, · an isolationist, an internationalist, 
a New Dealer, a conservative Republican, 
or a reactionary Democrat. These 
words are also the product of hysteria. 
There is not· a gentleman in either of the 
great parties on the :floor of this House 
whom.! do not respect and whom I would 
brand with any of these names. I do 
not always respect the judgment of some, 
but I would not charge these names to 
any one on the :floor of the House. 

·The history of communism we know 
and we know of its start in Russia. W.e 
know Of the start of fascism in Italy and 
of nazism in Germany. All were cre
ated when the people surrendered their 
freedom to their government for things 
and l;)y so surrendering they not only lost 
their freedom but failed to obtain things. 
We breed communism, fascism, and 
nazism when we surrender the sover
eignty of the individual to the control of 
government authority. A great many 
think those who vote for this measure 
are .isolationists, isolating a group of 
countries against another asking for war. 
I do not impugn their motives. There 
are others who maintain everyone who 
loves the United States of America is an 
isolationist. Neither do· I concur in this 
view. We only become isolationists in 
mind when we refuse to recognize the 
viewpoint of another. Isolationism is 
mental. Even though counterfeit ghost
writers are able to attach these slander..; 
ous names to persons, let us not person
alize any of these names to the colleague 

· with whose views we do not agree. 
My appeal is, let us be sane. Let us 

not be self-willed in this hour of decision. 
Let us listen to. the "still, small voice" 
instead of that self-will and be guided 
by the "still, small .voice" in ~his criti
cal hour. 

I thank the gentleman from Oklahoma 
for his remarks. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

The question recurs on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment which is at the Clerk's 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENDER: 
On page 1, lines 5 and 6. strike out "and 

Turkey." 
On page 1, line 6, strike out "Their gov

ernments" and insert in lieu thereof "its 
government." . . 

On page 1, line 9, strike out "those coun
tries" and insert in lieu thereof "such coun
try." 

On page 2, line 6, strike out "or Turkey." 
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On page 2, llnes 10 and 11, strike out 
"those countries" and insert in lieu thereof 
"such country." 

On page 2, line 18, strike out "those coun
tries" and insert in lieu thereof "such 
country." 

On page 2, line 20, strike out "countries" 
and insert in lieu thereof "country." 

On page 3, line 12, strike out "or of 
Turkey." · 

On page 3, line 13, strike out "countries" 
and insert in lieu thereof "country." 

On page 3, line 16, strike out "countries" 
and insert in lieu thereof "countr~." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and an· amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, does 
that means that the committee will have 
the last 5 minutes or is that in addition 
to 5 minutes for the committee? 

Mr. EATON. The committee does 
not want any time on this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, Presi

dent Truman has asked us to form a 
military alliance with a nation whose 
record in the art of international double
cross is without parallel in the anaals of 
history. This nation, for a thousand 
years, has persecuted Christians and 
Jews. It is without free elections, it 
denies freedom of t!:le press, it is ruled by 
a ruthless military dictatorship. There 
is no argument, Mr. Chairman, of any 
kind-political, economic, or ethical
which does not argue against the inclu
sion of Turkey within this proposed bill. 

Mr. Chairman, would any Member of 
the House invite a thief into his home to 
protect his property? Is there anyLody 
who would hire a bandit to protect his 
wealth? Is there anybody who would 
.pay a military dictator in order to guar
·antee his civil rights and his civil liber
ties? Is there anybody in the House who 
can conscientiously point to any ground 
whatsoever for putting our national se
curity into the hands of the present 
Turkish Government? How tn God's 
name can American national security be 
entrusted to a government which on the 
record has broken every single interna
tional commitment it ever made? . 

Mr. Chairman, in 1926 Turkey and sev
eral other powers signed the Montreux 
Convention, under which armed control 
of the Dardanelles was returned to Tur
key. Mr. Chairman, do the Members 
of the House know that Winston Church
ill denounced in the bitterest possible 
terms in the House of Commons the open, 
flagrant violation of the Montreux Con
vention by the Turkish Government dur
ing the last war? Do the Members know 
that Anthony Eden, Foreign Minister of 
Britain, likewise denounced the violation 
of this convention? Do all of us know 
that the United States Government, Rus
sia, and Britain are committed to review 
and revise the Montreux Convention gov
erning the Dardanelles? Mr. Chair.man, 
if all of us know these simple facts which 
are a matter of record, why does our 
State Department propose to guarantee 

continued Turkish military control of the 
Dardanelles? They go -further, Mr. 
Chairman. In this bill, what in effect 
they propose is an enduring and continu
ing military alliance with Turkey. And 
where, Mr. Chairman, does this military 
alliance end? In this bill, we are asked 
to pay a first installment on a mercenary 

. army. Will we be asked next year for 
another one hundred and fifty or two
hundred and fifty millions of dollars for 
Turkish armaments in the years 1949, 
1950, 1951? This policy, Mr. Chairman, 
of hiring mercenary armies was· employed 
against the American people in 1776 by 
the British, and now we propose to re
peat on a world scale the age-old errors 
of British imperialism-measures whose 
immorality and whose utter viciousness 
I cannot adequately describe. 

Mr. Chairman, never in the history 
of the world has a policy of hiring for
eign mercen~ries 'in any way GOntributed 
to the national security of a country. Let 
us put that on the record, Mr. Chairman. 
Can any Member of the House cite an 
instance in the history of the world in 
which the national security of a country 
was properly and adequately maintained 
by the hiring of mercenary troops of an
other foreign nation? Washington and 
Jefferson and Madison knew and under
stood the immorality and colossal stu
pidity of such insane policies. 

Never in American history, Mr. Chair
man, have we proposed to establish our 
national security on the basis of foreign 
mercenary armies and an international 
system of mercenary alliances. This 
policy has been conceived in corruption 
and disguised in the robes of hypocrisy. 
It is a fatal policy-it is a policy of war 
and world power politics. It is a policy 
which no American voter has · ever cast· 
his vote for. The American people op
pose it. The House of Representatives, 
in all good conscience and good faith, 
should agree to the amendment which I 
herewith introduce. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
POAGE]. . 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chaiqnan, to adopt 
the pending amendment would, of course, 
be equivalent to adopting the amend
ment which the gentleman from Ohio 
offered yesterday when he moved to 
strike out the enacting clause. To 
strike out aid to Turkey would be but 
to invite immediate action on the part 
of the Soviet Union and to place Greece · 
in an utterly untenable position, and it 
would simply place us in a position where 
we would be certainly involved in war. 
If you want to guarantee involvement 
of this country in foreign wars you can 
do it no more effectively than to adopt 
this amendment. 

The amendment off~red by the gentle
man from Ohio says: "Turn over the 
Dardanelles, turn over the most stra
tegic point in all the eastern part of the 
world to the Soviet Union." I say turn 
over because they have demanded it. 
They have already sent their demands 
to Turkey and said: "We must put our 
armies in your territory and take control 
of the Dardanelles." 

If America says to the world that we 
are not interested, then the Turks must 
give in. What else can they do? What 

would you do if you were tn their posi- · 
tion? Turkey is a country of about 
18,000,000 people with more than 800,000 
now under arms and they have been 
under arms for years. That constitutes 
a burden that no civilized people can 
long endure. Of course, Russia knows 
that. She tnerefore proposes ·to keep 
Turkey under arms until such time as 
Turkey's economy has collapsed by the 
weight of the burden of this great arma
ment, then Russia will move in and take 
what it wants unless we show clearly 
that we will resist with all our resources. 

This amendment is a direct invita
tion to Russia to invade Turkey. How 
long could Greece last if the Dardanelles 
fall? Those of you who have not thought 
this thing out, look at the map. With 
a Russian army on the Bosphorus and 
on the Dardanelles, and a Russian navy 
coming through these passages into the 
Aegean Sea, how long do you think that 
Greece could stand? 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to my friend from 
Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman has 
flown over the Bosphorus and the Dar
danelles only 3 weeks ago and has talked 
with our own military attache. I sug
gest that the gentleman knows what he 
is talking about. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
claim tha1; I am an expert. Maybe I 
stayed 1 day too long to be an expert 
and 1 day too short to write· a book, 
but we did see the physical aspects of 
some of these problems and we did have 
the opportunity to talk with the Amer
ican militar.~ attache in Turkey as well 
as with many of the officials of Turkey. 
We talked also to newspapermen, we 
talked. to American educators, we talked 
to all we could find. I am convinced 
if there is one place on this earth that 
is anticommunistic it is Turkey today. 
If there is any nation in the world that 
will resist Russian aggression it is Tur
key. If there is one place where the 
Communists have made no inroads it is 
Turkey and not the United States. Tur
key presents a more solid opposition to 
Russian aggressor than we do right here. 
We have our apologists for Russia; some 
of them sitting around here today. We 
have them in every part of this country. 
But not so in Turkey. The Turks have 
lived next door to Russia for generations 
and have been the victims of Russian· 
aggression in the past. I am thoroughly 
convinced that those people in Turkey, 
if given any assurance that the United 
States will back them up with the needed 
supplies and with an air force, will fight 
to the death· and resist Russian or any 
other aggression. 

With the kind of ,army that Turkey 
has and with the spirit that -Turkey has, 
I am convinced, as are our military men, 
that Turkey can withstand any pressure 
that is put on her; that Turkey can and 
will keep an invasion from coming in 
through these mountains in the north
east and that they can keep an invasion 
from coming in across those fortifica-

. tions north and west of Istanbul, some of 
which we actually saw. They simply 
must have the assurance that we are with 
them. To tell Turkey that we would not 
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help her would be but to make any ef
fective Turkish resistance impossible, 
and ·to make Russian invasion a cer
tainty. Surely no American on this floor 
fails to realize that, whether this bill is 
passed or not, a Russian invasion of 
Turkey means war for the United States. 
The only way to avoid war is to-prevent 
such an invasion. That is what this bill 
tries to prevent. It tries to prevent it 

, first by showing the Turkish people that
if they resist aggression, they will not 
fight alone or in vain, and second, by con
vincing the Russian rulers that an attack . 
on Turkey means war with the United 
f:tates . Those of us who support this 
bill believe tha~ by making the fact of 
serious consequences perfectly plain in 
adv3.nce, we will probably prevent any 
overt act. 

This amendment does none of the 
things we want. It leaves us committed 
in Greece, but invites Russia to outflank 
Greece. It says in effect that we will 
fight but not until we have been placed in 
a much less favorable position than the 
one we now occupy. It says that rather 
than defend Greece while we have the 
aid of a powerful Turkish Army fighting 
for their own homes, that we must wait 
until Turkey is overrun and then we 
must try to defend Greece after all 
reasonable defense is past. 

My friends, if we are going to kill this 
bill and turn the world over to the Soviet 
Union, let-us do it frankly in the open. 
Do not try to do by indirecti£>n what we 
;refused to do directly only yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by ·the gentle
man from Ohio lMr. BENDER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments to section 2? If not, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. (a) Sums from advances by the 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation under 
section 4 (a) and from the appropriations 
made under authority of section 4 (b) may 
be allocated for any of the p·1rposes of this 
act, and any necessary expenses related 
thereto. to any department, agency, or in
dependent establishment of the Government. 
Any amount so allocated shall be available 
as advancement or reimbursement, and shall 
be credited, at the option of the department, 
agency, or independent establishment con
cerned, to appropriate appropriations, funds. 
or accounts existing or established by it for · 
the purpose. -

(b) Whenever the President requires pay
ment in advance by the government of 
Greece or of Turkey for assistance to be 
furnished to such countries in accordance 
with this act, such payments when made 
shall be credited to accounts for such coun
tries established for the purpose. Sums 
from such accounts shall be allocated to the 
departments, agencies, or independent es
tablishments of the Government which fur
nish the assistance for which payment is 
received, ln the same manner, and shall be 
available and credited in the same manner, 
as allocations made under subsection (a) 
of this section. Any portion of such allo
cation not used as reimbursement shall re
main available until expended. 

(c) Whenever any portion of an allocation _ 
under subsection (a) or subsection (b) is 
used as reimbursement, the amount of re
imbursement shall be available for entering 

into contracts and other uses during the 
fiscal year in Which the reimbursement is 
received and the ensuing fiscal year. Where 
the head of any- department, agency, or in
dependent establishment of the Government 
determines that replacement of any article 
transferred pursuant to paragraph (4) (A) 
of section 1 is not necessary, any funds 
received in payment therefor shall be covered 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

(d) (1) Payment in advance by the gov
ernment of Greece or of Turkey shall be 
required by the President for any articles 
or services furnished to such country under 
paragraph (4) (A) of section 1 if they are 
not paid for from funds advanced by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation under 
s~ction 4 (a) or from funds appropriated 
under authority of section 4 (b). 

(2) No department, agency. or independ
ent establishment of the Government shall 
furnish any articles or services -under para- · 
graph (4) (A) of section 1 to either Greece 
or Turkey, unless it receives advancements 
or reimbursements therefor out of alloca
tions under subsection (a) or (b) of this 
section. 

- With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 3, line 3, after the comma, strike out · 
the balance of· the line down to and includ
ing the comma on line 4. 

Page 3, line 10, strike out "by it." 
. Page 3, li~e 15, strike . out "accounts for 

such countries established for the purpose" 
and insert, "such countries ln accounts es
tablished for the purpose." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAWFORD: On 

page 4, llne 22, after the period, add a new 
section: 

"SEc. Sa. There is hereby created the 
Foreign Funds Control Commission, which 
shall be an independent agency of Govern
ment directly responsible to the Congress. 

"The Commission shall consist of tlnee 
members-a Director, the Comptroller Gen· 
eral, and the Secretary of the Treasury. 

"The Director shall ·be appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate for 
a term of 5 years and shall serve until his 
successor has qualified. The Director's sal
ary shall be $15,000 annually. He shall be 
a natural-born citizen of the United States. 
He shall have had a broad experience in the 
administration of Government funds and 
without previous prominent affiliation with 
any major political party. 

"The Commission is hereby directed to 
admimster all funds hereafter granted by 
the Treasury of the United States or pre
vious grants if directed by the Congress to 
foreign countries, their nationals and agen
cies of whatever kind or nature. 

"The work of the Commission shall be 
organized under no less than three general 
divisions (1) the executive under the super
vision of the Director, (2) audit and ac· 
counting under the supervision of the Comp
troller General, and (3) investigation under , 
the supervision of the Intelllgence Branch 
of the Treasury. 

"The Director is hereby authorized to en
gage such personnel, to acquire such office 
equipment, accounting records, printed mat· 
ter, and office supplies as may be required 
to effectuate the purposes of this act. 

"The Director shall have the assistance of 
other Government departments such as the 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Mines . 
and Mining, Bureau of Fisheries, State, War, 
Navy, and Treasury on matters generally com
ing within the scope of the respective depart- . 

ment's functions and to the end that- the 
best expert advice obtainable may be at the · 
service of the Commission in administering 
the funds so granted; and it shall be the 
duty of the said agencies to cooperate in · 
every practical manner possible. 

· "The main office of the Commission shall 
be located in Washington, D. c: Field of
fices shall be established and operated in 
whatever country is given a grant and shall 
be maintained in operation in that country 
for whatever time may be required to prop· 
erly administer the funds so granted. 

"The Commission shall submit quarterly 
reports of its administration to the Congress 
which shall be published for the general in
formation of the taxpayers and bond buyers 
of the United States." 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
· Mr. EATOR Mr. Chairman, the leg

islation the gentleman proposes is very 
important and very fundamental legisla
tion, but it ought to come before the com
mittee in a special bill. I make the point 
of order that it is not germane to the · 
present bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan desire to be heard on the 
point of order? - . 
. Mr. CRAWFORD. No, Mr. Chairman; 

I do not. This is in the interest of the 
taxpayers and the bond buyers of the 
United States. It is to protect their 
funds. . If the committee does not care 
to consider the amendment, I have noth
ing else to offer. 
- The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 

to rule. 
The amendment offered by the gen

tleman from Michigan proposes to create 
a Foreign Funds Control Commission, to 
be an independent agency of the Gov
ernment ·and to have control not merely 
over the funds proposed to be authorized 
by the. pending legislation but over funds 
that mi-ght be made available under other 
legislation. Consequently the Chair sus
tains the point of order and rules that 
the amendment is not germane. 

Are there further amendments to sec
tion 2? If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 3. As a condition precedent to the re

ceipt of any assistance pursuant to this act, 
the government requesting such assistance 
shall agree (a) to permit free access of 
United States Government officials for the 
purpose of observing whether such assist
ance is uti11zed effectively and in accordance 
With the undertakings of the recipient gov
ernment; (b) to permit representatives of the 
press and radio of the United States to ob· 
serve freely and to report fully regarding 
tlie utilization of such assistance; (c) not 
to transfer, without the consent of the Pres
ident of the United States, title to or pos
session of any article or information trans
ferred pursuant to this act not to permit, 
without such consent, the use of any such 
article or the use or ·disclosure of any such 
information by or to anyone not an officer, 
employee, or agent of the recipient govern
ment; and (d) to make such provisions as 
may be required by the President of the 
United States for the security of any article, 
service, or Information received pursuant to 
this ac.t. 

· With the following committee amend.:. 
ment: 

: Page 6, line 12, strike out "and." 
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The committee amendment was 

agreed to. ·· . 
The Clerk read as follows: · 
Committee amendment: Page 5, line 15, 

after the semicolon insert "and (e) not to 
use any part of the proceeds of any loan, 
credit, grant, or other form of financial aid 
rendered pursuant to this act for the making 
of any payment on account of the principal 
or Interest on any loan made to such gov
ernment by any other foreign government; 
and (f) to give full and continuous publicity 
within such country as to the purpose, 
source, character, scope, amounts, and prog
ress of United States economic assistance 
carried on therein pursuant t0 this act." 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

The Clerlr read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MANSFIELD of 

Montana to the committee amendment: On 
page 5, line 20, after the semicolon insert the 
following: "and (f) nor shall any of the 
loans, credits, or grants be used for the pay
ment, allowance, and maintenance of any 
army foreign to that country." 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, it has been a real education 
during the last 3 days to see how this 
bill is being handled in the House. I 
thought yesterday when the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. JAVITSJ offered his 
very valuable amendment that it would 
be adopted, but the reception it received 
was very much the opposite. I thought 
toqay when the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. JUDD 1 and the gentleman -from 
South Dakota LMr. MUNDT·] offered their 
amendments that because of their valid
ity and worth-whileness they would be 
accepted by the House, but they likewise 
received very little support. 

I do not know how· much support this 
amendment will get. I am not going to 
take the full time allotted to me under 
the rules of debate because I think the 
amendment explains itself quite clearly. 

You will r~ote in the preceding part of 
the section before this amendment goes 
in that it states as follows: 

As a further condition precedent to there
ceipt of any loan, credit, grant, or other form 
of financial aid under parag.raph ( 1) of sec
tion 1 the government requesting such aid 
shall agree not to use any part of the pro
ceeds thereof for the making of any payment 
on account of the principal or interest on 
any loan made to such government by any 
other foreign government. 

That is the committee amendment, 
and I think it is very worth while. But 
I would like to see added· to it the amend
ment which is now before the House and 
which reads as follows: 

_ nor shall any of the loans, credits, or 
grants be used for the payment, allo~ance, 
or maintenance of any army foreign to that 
country. 

In explanation, ·we have been told that 
the British brigade would have to leave 
Greece because Britain could not main
tain the cost of continuing that force 
there. I do not want to see American 
funds used for further maintenance of 
the British brigade in Greece, and, fur
thermore, I do not want to see the funds 
which will be allocated under this act 
used for bringing in a mercenary army. 
Furthermore, I do not want to see the 
funds which will very likely be appro-

priated under this authorization used to 
transfer or maintain any mercenary 
armies which are on the loose at the 
present time. I refer specifically in that 
regard to the Polish legions under Gen
eral Anders, which at the present time 
have no country of their own to which to 
turn and which have been used in vari
ous capacities in various instances prior 
to this date. I think that explains the . 
amendment sufficiently. 

I hope the House will see fit to adopt it. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment and all amendments there
to close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Tl}ere was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to this amendment. 
This amendment is one of those at

tempts to build a wall piecemeal all 
around a big area. If we try to put a 
universal negative in here by little spe
cific instances, we will never get through 
handling this bill. 

Of course, we are not going to have 
our administrators over there throwing 
the money down sewers. We are not 
going to have them putting the money 
in other countries than Greece and Tur
key or their agencies, so you do not need 
such amendments, if you credit ou~ rep
resentatives with sane common sense. 
Our administrators are there to help 
Greece and Turkey. They al·e not there 
to help any other power or maintain or 
pay for the army of that power. 

It has been mentioned' in the debate 
about the number of British troops in 
Greece. As one from the Foreign Af
fairs Committee who has some knowl
edge of the matter, I .would like to ex
plain shortly the situation with refer
ence to the troops in Greece, and also 
the -situation with respect to outside 
troops in TUrkey. 

The gentleman from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT], on page 4819 of the REC
ORD, said this: 

I say in answer to that that the British 
say their troops are over there solely in an 
advisory capacity, yet they have 10,000 of 
them there. I suppose they are advising the 
people to maintain law and order. 

Actually what has happened in the 
case of Britain in Greece is this, they do 
have on security duty about 10,000 
troops, which is one brigade. We our
selves have one division of troops .for 
the city of Trieste. We are going to have 
an American contingent of 5,000 troops 
composed of the Blue Devil Brigade of 
the Eighty-eighth Division under Maj. 
Gen. Bryant S. Moore, who are to be 
there on a long-time basis when the 
treaties are ratified · with the forliler 
belligerent countries of Italy, Hungary, 
Rumania, and Bulgaria. The ratifica
tions of these various treaties of the 
Four I>owers, the United States, Britain, 
Russia, and France, are now under con
sideration by the United States Senate. 

The treaty provisions propose and 
bind the signatqries, that within 90 days 
after the ratification of those treaties by 
the Four Powers the United States, 
Britain, and Russia will all simultaneous-

ly -withdraw those troops which they 
have in these four countries. The trea
ties do not apply to Greece, because 
Greece is not one qf these treaty coun
tries. 

The situation in Greece has been 
handled by Britain in this fashion: 
Britain by state~ent of internal policy 
has said to the world that they would re
move those troops from Greece at the 
time that Russia moves her troops out of 
Yugoslavia, Hungary, and Bulgaria. She 
has done that as a unilateral action 
ahead of time, as a voluntary action to 
show Russia that she will come out of 
the nontreaty country, Greece, at the 
same time that Russia moves her troops 
out of the treaty countries. I think that 
is a fair and a sane action to take; and, 
as you know, it was done voluntarily. 

The British brigade went to Greece in 
1944 at the time of the ELAS insurrec
tion, when everyone admits it was neces
sary to restore public order, on the libera
tion of Greece. Then it was necessary 
because the German troops had de
parted and that left a vacuum so that 
somebody from the Allied side had to as
sist the people of Greece to fill it. Under 
the arrangement made by Roosevelt at 
Yalta-the British were the ones to main
tain order in the lower end of the Balkan 
Peninsula, Greece. So it was entirely in 
accord with the foreign policy of both 
Britain and the United States to have 
those troops there. 

Britain has already put those troops 
at this present minute on a retirement 
basis and is waiting to remove them. 
They have no active duties in the present 
leftist trouble at the· present time. 

On the other hand, Britain has an eco
nomic civilian mission there and a police 
civilian mission. The economic mission 
has been doing just about the same thing 
that we intend to do in aiding Greece 
toward stabilizing its finances. The po
lice mission is recruited from metro
politan police from the city of London. 
London bobbies are now assisting in 
keeping order. In Greece in addition to 
these, the British have a military ad
visory mission; and that is the sort of 
thing that we intend to do on the mili
tary side here. The British at present 
cannot afford to go further and alone 
keep the military mission there in an ad
visory capacity when they cannot fur
nish aid on the many projects necessary 
to help Greece rise to the level of the 
soci~ty of our democracies. We must 
not forget the British are our friends and 
have assumed to this date a heavy obli
gation in Greece to help her back on her 
feet, so she can stand as a friendly 
partner· in the democratic world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Montana 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
. Amendment . offered by Mr. 114ANSFili:LD of 

Mon_t_ana to the committee amendment: On 
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page 5_, ilne. 24, aft.e; s_ec~iQn ·;3 . Jns~rt_ ~·An4 
(h) . sjlalJ ~gr~~ _ ~9 _. un!l.eFt!lk~. . ~it~!n ~ ~ 
months · and after the enactment. thereof a · 
·oona fide 'effort" through" £axatton7 to'support 
its 'own national reconstruction; rehabilita
tion, and economy; and such Government . 
·shall turther undertake within such period 
to graduate the rates of- an-y taxes -imposed 
by such . Government upon .. the income. of 
its nationals in such a manner as :to insure 
t}lat the app_ropriate burden of ~a~at~o~ 
is 'borne by those taxpayers with the great
est· abilit"y to pay. The quarterly report re
quired by section 1 slia1l also· inClude a state
ment of the progress of such Government 
in effectuating the ' provisions of this· para"' 
graph." · 

The CHAIRMAN. . The question is on 
the amendment to the committee amend:. 
ment~ · · · · · 

Mr'. MANSFIELD of - Montana. M~. 
Chairmap, I desi-re recognition. 

The -CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
cannot be recognized. The unanimous.:. 
consent agreement ·entered into" hereto:. 
fore 'wa's that ail 'time ori the 'amendment 
pending·. and all . amendme'nts' thereto 
close· in 10 minutes. -The time -has al:. 
ready expired, 

:Mr. MAN.SFIELD of .,·Montana. - Mi. 
Chairman, is the Chair sur'e that re<tuest 
was to am{mdments· to ·the amendment 
or just-a particular amendment? . -

The · CHAIRMAN. · it was to the 
amendment pending and all amendments 
thereto. · · · · · 
· Mr. ·MUNDT. Mr. Chairman: I ask 

unanimous consent that ·the gentleman 
may have's minutes to~e~plrun his·amend
ment and that there be allotted 5 minutes 
in reply. .- . · · · · 

The. C~IRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman ·from South 
Dakota? - · · · · -

Mr. JARMAN. · Mr. Chairman, reserv:
ing the right to object,. and I shall not 

.object, b!It I .indulge _tpe,hope ~hat thiS. 
may not be considered a precedent and 
in order to ~at~rlalize· th,at hope I may 
say that I ·must Qbject to any similar 
unani_mous copsent request hereafter.· 
· The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the reqqest of th~ gentleman from 
South Dakota?· . 
· There. was no ·objectiOn: ' . 

Mr. MANSFIELD . Of .Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, .I am <;ieeply. grateful to the 
committee for allowing ~me this tim~. I 
am somewhat shocked at the speed· at 
which we are trying ·to get through with 
section 3 after we had spent so much 
time on section 1 of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this particular amend
ment is not.my amendment. It was.the · 
amendment offered by Senator LoDGE in 
the other body in committee but no.t re
ported . out. It' was also considered by 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
was voted down. However, I feel it is 
an excellent amendment, because it will 
give the Greeks and the Turks a chance 
to re\'_amp their tax structure and to a~
sume some share of responsibility in 
their own rehabilitation and reconstruc- · 
tion. · 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. I yield 
to the distinguished .gentleman from New 
Jersey. · · - · ... 
·.Mr. EATON. Do.es,the' gentleman .re

: call tbis a.n:iena·ment was thoroughly tits-_ 
cussed-fh the commfttee and voted down? 

: Mr. MANSFIELD . of--Montana ... The ~ Mr . . COOLEY . . I yield to .the gentle-
·gentleman is absolutely. correct . and . I · man from Texas. . 
.have already ma.cte·that. statement to the Mr. POaGE. -The. gentleman who is 
Committee here. However,.! feel that we now speaking was recently in Turkey 
·should not go into Greece and Turkey and Greece, and the gentleman and I 
with .this. $400,000,000 and expect these .were members of the same delegation 
governments to do nothing in return. We which visited those countries. Did we 
-know. from what the _ gentleman from not find · 'that-the greatest . effort which 
Washington ,[Mr. JACKSON] told us yes- was being made to thwart our efforts was 
terday about the tax and income situa- ~over the Russian radio, which nas beam
tion as far as the Greek shipping inter~ ing its propaganda into Turkey every 
ests, are concerned and how little they day, in an .effort to build _ up sentiment 
pay to .maintain their own governme·rit, against the United States by te1ling 
and we all know from recent reports and . those people that America was under
·correspondence as well as stories which taking to run their government and to 
.appeared in the New York Times and conduct their domestic affairs. That is 
.the New. York Herald Tripune, and even exactly the Russian line of propaganda, 
in some Washiington. papers, that ·- the is it not? · 
people. having the money in. these coun:- Mr. COOLEY. 'I'he gentleman is .. 
tr-ies ar.e not .the. ones · who are p~yjng ·-right. _ ,.._ .. , , : _ , . .. . 
the .taxes toward :their- c,ountry's deV.el- ~- ·Mr.'PO~GE. And if we. write this pro:-: 
opment. .vision into. tl;lis , bill we will be writing 

I feel that we. should m·ake it·manda:.. .into legjslatio9 just what Russia has been 
-tory.. iri some way through sonie sort of' ·telling . them over the radio everyday. 
.ag'reement so that :the Gr~eks anq-Turks - Mr;· COOLEY. i: agree -with ·the gen_
·will be able to. do-their part in rehabili~ tleman. 
.tating . arid reconstructing their .own Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
country. I do not feel that we . should ·chairman; ·will the ·gentleman yield? 
·as-sume the entire· 'burden. . I feel they · ,. Mr. COPLEY. i yield to the · gentle:
should help themselves as ·niuch as-they man from Montana. 
.can. · . Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. - I 

.. ' Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman; will the would like to point.out .for the bene.fit of 
gentleman yield? ,the gentleman from Texas that Great 
- Mr~· MANSFIELD of·Montana. ·I yield · ·Britain· and Greece have entered into . 
·to the gentleman from Pennsylvania-; " .such.an .agreement;~ and if -Great Britain 
:. Mr. FULTON: Does . the geptleman ·· ~t1d Greece . can do it, I do not s_ee v,rhy 
recall that Senator LoDGE. when he· was .we .cannot. -

. 'advised thilrmight embarrass the Uniteei ·· Mr. cooL-EY. If th'e .. matter can be· 
States Government and also make ,it look ·settled .by agreement and 'without legis
as if we. were taking· too much of · a par_t iation; there ·would appear to ·be no· ne
in the internal' affairs ·of a foFeign coun.. ·cessity· for~ the gentleman's amendment. 

. try· voluntarily withdrew the amendment Mr. ·JARMAN. · Mr. ·chaitmah, will the 
and did not· submit it? gentleman yield? . 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. . That · Mr. COOLEY .. · I yield to the gentle-
is right. I believe I mentioned that in man from Alabama. · · · · · 
the course of my-remarks. However, I ·Mr.' JARMAN. - Orie of the main ·criti-
think that this is a good amendment; cisms of this -legislation which I have 
that we should help these people to help heard 1s that it would · be an interven
themselves, and that we should not~ if at , tion in the affairs of Greece and Turkey. 
all -possib.le, bear the entire burden. Certainly, should this : amendment be 
· Mr; COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair- passed, as I understand-it, the-Congress 

man, will the gentleman yield? will cause itself to -be·-guilty of- passing 
Mr. MANS.FIELD of Montana. I legislation which would . be intervening 

yield tq the gentleman from Missouri: ·into the internal affairs -of those coun-
. ' Mr. COLE of Missouri.· Is it not a fact tries. · 
that there is no.income tax in Greece at . Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gen-
the present time? · tleman's statement. The opponents of 

Mr. MANSFIELD of ·Montana. There this bill seem to oppose it merely because 
is no income tax, at least as ~ar as the they regard it as an intervention: As I 
people who can well afford to pay it .are have said, -the bill as written js not an 
·concerned. intervention into the internal affairs of 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the ·either Greece or Turkey, but this amend-
gentleman from Montana has expired. · ment would very definitely constitute an 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise intervention. Certainly, we will not at
in opposition to the amendment. Mem- tempt to direct the affairs of either 
· bers have complained that this legisla- Greece or Turkey by the enactment of 
tion constitutes an intervention into the law here in the United States Congress. 
internal ·affairs of Greece and Turkey. Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Will 
While I do not agree that the legislation the gentleman deny that in a certain 
as now written is an intervention into sense we are intervening in the affairs 
the internal affairs of the nations in- · of Greece and Turkey at this time, if this 
volved, I do insist that this amendment bill goes through? 
will have just that effect. This is an at- Mr. COOLEY. I certainly do deny it. 
tempt actually to write the tax laws of During the conference which we held 
Greece here on the floor of this House of in both Greece and Turkey, Senator 
the United States Congress. Certainly BARKLEY and other members of our dele
nothing could be more clearly · an act of gation sought to ascertain whether or 
intervention. The amendment should be ·not there was any apprehension on the 
overwhelmingly defeated. · · p~rt of the people of Greece or Turkey 
-- Mr. POAGE .. · Mr. Chainnan:-wni ·the : concerning -the motives -and purposes of 
gentleman yield? · · ·- the American Government, in · connec-
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tion with the' contemplated loans. The 
answer to each question propaunded. by 
members of our · deleg'8.tion was tnvari- · 
ably to the effect that -the _people of 
Greece and TUrkey were familiar with 
American histoey; that they knew that 
there was nothing in the history of our 
country which would justify the belief 
that we were about to embark upan a 
program of imperialism, or that we 
would 3.ttempt in any way to dominate 
or to direct the Internal atiairs of either 
Greece or Turkey, and .each of the per
sons with whom we conferred agreed 
that they were perfectly willing to ac
cept such regulation, supervision, and 
advice in the administration of these 
loans as our Government desired to make 
or deemed necessary. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, is it not 
true that much of the opposition to this 
btU yesterday was based on the theory 
that the Greek Government was a totali
tarian government? The gentleman who· 
ia speaking was in Greece. Did he not 
see with his own eyes positive evidence 
that that very Government was more 
tolerant with those who hold other opin
ion than some of the opponents of ·this 
bill who want to enforce their own Jdeas 

· of government on other people regardless 
of the wishes those people freely expressed 
at the ballot box? Here is a newspaper 
we bought on the streets of Athens. a 
Communist newspaper. With a picture on 
the front page. The picture is the only 
thing I can read, but I recognize it Is a 
picture of Marshal Stalin. Those who 
could read the article told me it was pure 
Russian propaganda from start to finish. 
We bOught it on the streets of Athens. 
It was circulating perfectly freely.. And. 
if the-gentleman will yield further. ls it
not true that the Greek Government 
allows freedom ·()f action, freedom of 
speech, right now?. At the same time
the very people who most loudly protest 
against us trying to help put the Greek 
people on their feet offer as an excuse the 
alleged fact that the Greek Government 
is a dictatorship. I think democracy in
volves allowing other people the ·same 
right to decide for themselves how they 
will run their own affairs. I think that 
from that angle the Greek Government 
is doing a better job of democracy than 
some of our own self-styled liberals. In 
what part of the U. S. S. R. or in what 
Russian-controlled country could you 
find the kind of freedom and liberty 
for minority views that you and I saw in 
Greece? . , 

Mr. COOLEY.· I think the gentleman 
is correct. I do not believe this :paper 
could be published in that country if it 
had a totalitanan government. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
~ MI:. COOLEY. I yield to the eloquent 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MORRIS. Does the gentleman 
not know that the committee report it
self on page 2 states that we are going 
to tell them what kind of taxes to levy 
and what kind of imports and exports 
they shall have? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not agree With 
that statement at all. 

May I say in conclusion that the Greek 
Government has. been ln power for only 

a few short.months. The report referred 
to yesterday by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARCANTONIO] was oruy filed 
in the month of March 1947, and that 
contemplates a long-range program for 
the country of . Greece. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
otlered by the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. MANSFIELD] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man. I o1fer an amendment to the com-
mittee amendment. · 

The r Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment olfered by llr. DAVIs of 

Georgia to the committee amendment: On 
page 5, llne 17 • . strike out "ftnanclal." 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee will accept that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by' the gentle- · 
man from Georgia to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the -committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
o!fer an amendment. · 
~e Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. DoUGLAS: To 

close section s on page 5, line 24, insert the 
folloWing additional clause: _ 

••(g) that the Greek Government declare 
a general amnesty for political prisoners, 
and within 1 year after ~ance by the 
United States has been -made avallable, the 
Greek Government will cause to be beld a 
tree election; the conduct and results of 
which shall be supervised by a commission 
appointed for the purpose, by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations; or, 1f the 
President advises the Congress that the 
United Nations ls unw1111ng or unable to 
appoint such coinmisslon, then under the 
supervision of an American commission, 
composed of five members, appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate." 

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, we 
propose to extend aid to Greece, and I 
heartily a]Jprove of that. 

We must be very sure that this aid 
will produce democratic and sound eco
nomic results. 

Despite the hundreds of millions of 
dollars poured into Greece· since the end 
of the war by Great Britain and the 
United States, Greece is still in a state 
of political chaos and economic despera
tion. 

Official British, American, and United 
Nations reports clearly point to the rea
sons for this failure; namely, the incom
petence, corruption, and oppression 
which exists in the present Greek Gov
ernment. 

Terror exists in Greece today-eco
nomic and political terror. Terrorism 
from the extreme right ls as oppressive 
as terrorism from the extreme left. 

Arthur Krock, in his column of April 
1, 1947, in the New York Times, endorses 
completely the following statement made 
to him by an observer in Greece: 

In one S-day period, after the United States 
ald It would assume political responslbWty, 
the Greek Government arrested about 600 · 

persons 1n Athens,. mostly professlona.ls
doctors, lawyers, etc.-and sent -them away, 
frankly declaring there was no longer any 
need to exercise restraint. There is no doubt 
that the loudest shouters 1n support of the 
United States are Athens' 3,000 wealthiest 
citizens whom the Government continues to 
protect against any direct taxation and who, 
With their gold pounds, hardly realize there 
is any f.n11atlon, 

This observer concluded with the state
ment that as much as he detests commu
nism. he would "go to the mountains" 
if he were a citizen of Greece. 

Current reports made by observers now 
in Greece bolster this testimony. Mem
bers of · the House will find them in the 
REcoRD. 

Great Britain failed in her efforts to 
aid Greece. 

We must not fail. 
In our opposition to communism. we 

must not make the mistake of backing 
the remnants of corrupt and . decaying 
systems. This is the -sure 'formula for 
failure. This is the sure formula that 
will breed communism. Failure to suc
ceed in Greece wlll seriously undermine 
the challenging foreign policy which we 
are undertaking. 

There is only one way to succeed. We 
must make It clear to the oppressed peo
ple of Greece that we are in profound 
sympathy with their legitimate aspira
tion for economic reform and social re
habilitation and that we propose to see 
that United States aid is used to create 
channels for the free political exPression 
of those aspirations. 

Stephen K. Bailey, who was the Chief 
of Balkan Intelligence for the OSS, has 
this to say: 

Anyone who views communism in the· Bal
kans as the result of simple Russian ma
chinations ts overlooking the centuries of 
poverty and aristocratic corruption which 
have characterized those countries. • • • 

A peaceful resolution of the impasse in 
Greece depends upon two things: Convincing 
Russia that any military expansion will be 
met by force; using every means at our dis
posal to hasten long-overdue economic and 
social reforms. • • • 

• • • We must search out those polit
ical leaders who until now have b~n crushed 
between the mlllstones of reaction and com
munism and give them power. 

It was sald yesterday by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] that 
when we defend liberty for others we de
fend our own liberty. I agree fully , 
with all my hea1t and mind, if the lib
erty we defend for others is the same 
liberty we cherish for ourselves; and I 
am ready to defend that liberty abroad 
as well as at home, not just with $400,-
000,000, which guarantees nothing but a 
beginning, but with billions of dollars. 

That is evidently not the sentiment of 
this Congress, or it would have passed 
the International Children's Fund before 
this and it would not have gutted the 
relief bill, the crippling of which Will 
invite communism in Italy, Hungary, 
Austria, and Poland. 

If we are going to be instrumental in 
the development of a democratic world 
it is going to cost us something in terms 
of hard cash and generous treatment to 
the impoverished and miserable people 
of this earth. 

My amendment is In line with state
ments made by the Secretary ·of State 
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and evidence presented before our com.:. 
mittee. · 

I offer an amendment which requires 
as a condition precedent to giving aid 
to Greece that the Greek Government 
declare a general amnesty for political 
prisoners and agree to hold a free elec
tion within 1 year after assistance has 
first been made available. Such a pro
cedure must appeal to the people of the 
United States as well as to the people of 
Greece since it embodies fully the dem
ocratic process which it is the stated pur
pose of this bill to defend. Whatever 
may have been urged against the former 
King of Greece, it is indubitably clear 
that the present King, without a t race of 
Greek blood in his veins, married to a 
German princess, notorious for her Nazi 
activities and sympathies during the war, 
may well be thoroughly unpopular and 
unacceptable to thr Greek people. 

The record of the present King is such 
that even the British Foreign Office, we 
are reliably informed, has grave misgiv
ings about his fitness to serve as the ruler 
of Greece in such critical times. 

A free election by the Greek people 
would, of course, not directly resolve the 
issue as to the continuation of the mon
archy or the future of King Paul. On the 
other hand: it would .enable the Greek 
people to elect representatives who would 
presumably fully express prevailing po
litical convictions. If these representa
tives should in turn, decide that the wel
fare of their country demands constitu
tional reforms, they would be empowered 
to take the necessary steps. You will 
agree, I am sure, that this is the way we 
want to see things done and that if it is 
our sincere desire to bring about ·and 
support a democratic go.vernment in 
Greece, we must shape our own assist
ance so as to contribute most effectively 
to that end. 

To assure a thoroughly free election, 
my amendment directs the President to 
request the United Nations to appoint a 
commission to supervise the election. 
Since I recognize that for various rea
sons the United Nations may be unable, 
or possibly unwilling, to undertake the 
commitment, the President is directed, 
if such be the case, to inform the Con
gress of the fact and to appoint a five
man American commission to supervise 
the election. 

In order further to assure Congres
sional participation in _this course of 
action, my amendment proposes that if 
an American commission is appointed, it 
be subject to confirmation by the Sen
ate. I have allowed for a leeway period 
preceding the election of 1 year after as
sistance is first made availabl~ to Greece 
(In the ground that in that period relief 
operations will have reduced tension 
among the Greel.: people, restored a meas
ure of calm and thereby contributed to an 
atmosphere in which a truly free elec
tion may be held. Furthermore, during· 
that same period of time the United Na
tions will have the opportunity to decide 
whether it chooses to assume the re
sponsibility of appointing a supervisory 
commission. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous. consent that debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in 3 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there· objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? · 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. , The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. COOLEY]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I dis
like to bob up so frequently, but it seems 
to me that this is a tremendously im
portant amendment, and I feel that it 
should be opposed and defeated. The 

. author of the amendment, unfortu
nately, did not discuss the first part of 
it, which in itself is quite important. 
The effect of the first part of the amend
ment is to declare an amnesty for politi
cal prisoners. · Does that mean that the 
author of the amendment would like to 
open up the jails of Greece and turn out 
the criminals and guerrillas, so that they 
can overthrow the government? Ap
parently this is clearly the purpose of 
the amendment. 

Shall we by this amendment attempt 
fo direct Greece to hold another elec
tion? I wonder if the author of the 
amendment and those who will support 
it would be willing for Congress to pass 
laws directing Yug.oslavia and all of the 
other countries which are puppets of 
Soviet Russia, and in which elections 
been held to hold other elections, to be 
supervised as contemplated by the gen
tleman's amendment. Frankly, I feel 
that elections in Yugoslavia and in other 
countries which have been overrun by 
communism should hold new, free and 
unfettered elections, but I certainly 
q~estion the wisdom of an act of Con
gress directing that such elections be 
held. This is an unreasonable proposi:
tion and I certainly hope that it will 
not be seriously considered by this Com
mittee. 

14r. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS. I recently talked in Cairo 

to Greek Republicans who opposed the 
monarchy, and they said they hoped that 
an election would not be held too soon, 
because if an election were held too soon 
the danger would be that the· only choice 
would be between a monarchy and com
munism, whereas if sufficient time 
elapsed, there could be then a real choice 
between a republic, which they sup
ported, and a monarchy. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, wiil 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Of course, I yield. 
Mrs. DOUGLAS. I would like to ask 

the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYs] 
does he feel that 1 year is a reasonable 
length of time? 

Mr. VORYS. I think Greece knows 
more about that than we do. 

Mr. COOLEY. We have general elec
tions in this country every 4 years and 
we seem to get along all right. When 
another election will be held in Greece, 
perhaps, is not so important, but the im
portance of this proposition is shall the 
American Congress direct or require, 

-either directly or indirectly, the holding 
of an election ln the far-away country of 
Greece, in which country we are told that 
more than 85 percent of the people even 
now approve the Government in exist-

ence there. Maybe the great powers 
should have supervised elections in other 
countries, and had they done so I ven
ture to say that the sitmition in many of 
the countries of Europe would be quite 
different from what it is today. 

I insist that this amendment should 
be defeated, and by an overwhelming 
vote, to the end that Greece and Turkey 
and all other countries of the world will 
clearly and definitely know that America 
does not. intend to interfere with the in
ternal affairs of other nations, or attempt 
to dominate or direct the domestic af
fairsof other nations by remote control. 
We either believe in this bill or we do not 
believe in it. We are either for it or 
against it. We either want to follow 
Truman and Marshall and Vandenberg, 
and all of the other leaders of' America, 
including ou:r distinguished representa
tive to the United Nation ... Organization, 
Senator Austin, or we want to follow the 
primrose path of weakness, which leads 
to conflict and bloodshed. 

I hope that this amendment will be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Mrs. DOUGLAS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HUBEn.. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word, and i ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the rec::ue~t of the gentleman from 
.Ohio [Mr. HUBER]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, several 

days ago I stated on this floor-and I 
repeat now-that if we allowed political 
expediency to determine our vote on this 
measure we would all vote against it. 

This morning five Communist veterans 
from my district called upon me and they 
aske'd my why I, as one who in the past 
had to some extent believed in the prin
ciples of Henry Wallace, could possibly 
support the Truman doctrine. I told 
them I could support the Truman doc
trine because I had been given the great 
privilege of traveling through many of 
these countries that have been men
tioned. I had the opportunity of being 
~n Moscow, and, following that, in east
ern and central countries-Iran, Iraq, 
Palestine, Turkey, and Greece. I was 
not wined and dined at the cocktail bars 
of the diplomats, but I talked to the 
average people-to the little people. 
Everywhere I went I found that in every 
country they were fearful of Russia and 
fearful of the future. I told those vet
erans that was one of the reasons I 
would vote for the Truman doctrine. I 
told them I would vote for it because I 
beli!;!ved we were going to insure freedom 
to our part of the world-to this coun
try-where I can walk out of the door 
and stand on the steps of the Capitol of 
the United States and say whatever I 
choose to say about the President of the 
United States, about the Chief of Staff, 
the 6ecretary of State, or anyone else. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
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Mr. RANKIN. That aggregation of 

so-called Communist veterans was 
simply a mission from Moscow. 

Mr. HUBER. Well, I do not know 
what the mission was, but I know that 
they asked me as vets of this war if I 
knew what they had been fighting for. 
I said it was not only those who fought 
in World War II; it was those who 
fought in World War I, the Spanish
American War, the Civil War, and the 
Revolutionary War, to preserve the heri
tage that has been won for us at so. great 
a cost. I did not have the privilege of 
serving in this war but I have stood by 
the graves of those who died, and have 
a true appreciation for the sacrifice they 
made. There is a great obligation on us. 
· Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. JARMAN. It occurred to me to 

suggest also that that misison from Mos
cow, to which the gentleman from Mis
sissippi referred, came here and had 
their communistic convention, or. what
ever it was that met yesterday, with the 
ridiculous idea that they could influence 
the House of Representatives of the 
United States in its vote on this measure. 

Mr. RA~KIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. RANKIN. Last night the prin

cipal speech was made by the leading 
Communist, William Z. Foster, who just 
got back from Moscow. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I may as well. I yield. 
Mr. COX. Does the gentleman find 

any significance in the fact that the 
young Members of this House who bear 
the scars of World War II upon their 
bodies are generally for this bill? 

Mr. HUBER. I believe the over
whelming number of veterans who have 
served in all the wars in which this coun
try has engaged are and should be over
whelmingly in support of this bill. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON of California. Along 

the ::;ame line brought out by the gentle
man from Georgia-and he has focused 
attention to a point I was going t.o make, 
one which I think the membership of 
this House can well consider-the vast 
majority of men who know war more 
recently than a great number of the 
Members of this House are for this bill 
because they feel that we do have to 
take a stand and they know· that when 
you are speaking to a power which knows 
only the language of force you have got 
to answer with. force yourself. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. I merely wish to sug

gest that perhaps the gentleman from 
Alabama was not quite right after all 
when he said that the Communists had 
the ridiculous idea that they could in
fluence votes in this House by holding 
their convention here. I believe that by 
their opposition to this bill they have 
induced a lot of Members to support it 
who now realize where the strength of 
the opposition comes from. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman's 
time may be extended for an additional 
5 minutes if he desires. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has not yet expired. 

Mr. JARMAN. I still ask unanimous 
consent that his time may be extended 
5 minutes. 

Mr. HUBER. I appreciate the inter
est shown in my remarks. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would suggest 

that the gentleman spend his additional 
5 minutes in explaining why these ques

. tions cannot be handled through the 
United Nations. 

Mr. HUBER. I may say to the gentle
man from California that if he will ex
·plain why Russia cannot handle similar 
matters through the United Nations then 
I will be satisfied. This thing is not one
sided. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 
Mr. JUDD. I am sure everybody in 

the House fully realizes and deeply re
grets that so many of the countries of 
the world, especially those devastated by 
the war, are disrupted and distraught, 
and their governments are in bad condi
tion; no one pretends that the Greek 
Government is as good or as democratic 
as we wish; but is this not our situation, 
that the choice in Greece is not between 
the present Greek Government and 
something better. it is between the pres
ent Greek Government and something 
infinitely worse? 

Which will be better for the Greeks, 
for us to help the government chosen by 
themselves maintain the nation's inde
pendence, while helping it to work toward. 
more democracy and more efficiency and 
less corruption or, on the other hand, 
to abandon Greece to the control of a 
foreign power which has never yet given 
any people under its heel any chance 
·whatsoever to develop democracy? Is 
not that our real choice, between the 
present Greek Government and some
thing worse, not between the present 
government and something better? 

Mr. HUBER. There is much truth in 
what the gentleman says. But we 'must 
not condemn all the young ex-soldiers 
who came down with this group. They 
are looking for a better way of life. Do 
not condemn them too hastily. If they 
could be assured of security in the future 
it would go a long way in changing their 
outlook toward our great form of gov
ernment which guarantees freedom of 
speech, freedom of the press, or the right 
of the people peacefully to assemble and 
to petition the government for a redress 
of grievances. 

By unanimous consent the pro forma 
amendments were withdrawn. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the question I asked 
the gentleman from Ohio was evaded 
and to some extent turned back to me; 
and, of course, I am not going to try to 
use my 5 minutes to show how this could 
be taken up through procedures which 
are set forth in the United Nations. Char-

ter. I know the Members of this House 
are familiar with them, and I believe 
many of them seriously considering this 
matter realize that such a problem could 
be handled through the procedures and 
methods set up in the United Nations 
Charter. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from New ·_York. 

Mr. JA VITS. Will the gentleman 
agree with me that everything could be 
done by the President under the United 
Nations Charter if he but would? In 
other words, we would not need any con
gressional action if· he would but do it 
that way. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is correct. 
He has the power to ask Mr. Austin to 
initiate the matter either through the 
Security Council or the General Assem
bly. 

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I 
shall move to recommit this bill, in case 
I am recognized by the Chairman of the 
Committee, to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, with instructions to report the 
same back with the following amend
ment, and I want to take this time to 
read the amendment briefly and to ex
plain briefly what it means: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof: 

"SECTION 1. It is the sense of Congress that 
the President of the United States through 
the appropriate representative of the United 
States shall initiate in the Security Council 
of the United Nations and in other appro
priate bodies of the United Nations proposals 
designed to ensure the security and national 
integrity of Greece and Turkey, and to re
solve any related problems in the Near East 
and Middle East areas which are endanger
ing the peace. 

"SEc. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President a sum not ex
ceeding $100,000,000 for the purpose of relief 
and rehabilitation of the Greek economy. 
The President may expend funds appropri
ated pursuant to this provision through 

. existing agencies of the Federal Government 
and through transfer of such amounts as he 
deems appropriate to the Government of 
Greece and the Secretary General of the 
United Nations for expenditure by them. 
Such funds shall be expended for the pur
chase and other provision of supplies for the 
civilian economy of Greece, including inci
dental administrative, transportation, tech
nical, and other necessary services, but no 
part of such money shall be used for the 
provision of milltary supplies or services." 

Very briefly, I first ask to recommit the 
present bill. Second, it instructs the 
President to initiate through the appro
priate representative of the United 
States, in the Security Counc11 of the 
United Nations and in other appropriate 
bodies of the United Nations, proposals 
designed to insure the security and na
tional integrity of Greece and TUrkey. 
and to resolve any related problems in 
the Near East and middle eastern areas 
which are endangering the peace. 

As the Members of this body know, 
the Palestine question is now in the 
hands of the United Nations. To a cer
tain extent a portion of the Greek situ
ation is in the hands of the Balkan Com
mission. There is nothing involving 
Turkey at the present time, as far as the 
United Nations is concerned. · But the 
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Dardanelles is a problem which will re
main regardless of whether this bill 
passes or not. When the $100,000,000 
which goes to Turkey is expended, the 
problem of the Dardanelles, and the 
problem of the distribution of oil in Iran 
and Syria and other places will still re
main and, Mr. Chairman, we will have 
to appropriate other hundreds of mil
lions of dollars because the prohlems will 
still be there. That is why I say you 
cannot solve the problem of Greece and 
Turkey without s<>lving the related prob
lems which are contiguous and related 
thereto. 

Third. An appropriation of $100-,000,-
000 is made to Greece immediately for 
the purpose of relief and rehabilitation 
in Greece. I supported the $350,000,000 
relief bill, and I opposed the Jonkman 
amendment that cut that amount be
cause I felt at that time it cut down 
too much the need for relief in Greece. · 

The expenditure of -this ·fund is for 
the civilian economy, and the reason I 
set the figure at $100,000,000 is because 
the Food and Agricultural Organization 
which was embodied and created by the 
United Nations recommended $100,000,-
000. That is why I set it at that amount. 
This cuts down the amount of this bill 
from $400.000,000 to $100,000,000 to com
ply with the FAO recommendation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. BUCK. 4dr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
1 minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, it 

prohibit4s an expenditure for military 
purposes and it provides that at the 
President's discretion such part of this 
fimd as necessary may be transferred 
to the Greek Government or the Secre
tary-General of the United Nations for 
supervision in tlie expenditure of money 
in Greece. 

Mr. f';hairman, I trust that when this 
motion to recommit is offered we will 
have enough support on the motion to 
show that we still have some faith in 
the United Nations and that we are not 
completely ignoring ~he existence of such 
body 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again' 
expired. · 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Gladly. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section close ~ith this address. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, how many 
amendments are pending on this section 
for which unanimous consent has been 
asked to close debate upon? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk advises 
the Chair that there are no amendments 
pending or1 the desk on this section. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOGGS f)f Louisiana. Mr. Chair

man, when the President of the United 
States on March 12 delivered his now 
historic message on aid to Greece and 
Turkey, the occasion marked a signifi
cant turning point in America's foreign 
policy. In the words of the President:. 

One of the principal objectives of the 
fore~gn policy of the United States is the 
creation of conditions in which we and other 
nations will be able to work out a way of 
life free from coercion. This· was a funda
mental issue in the wars with Germany and 
Japan. Our victory was ·won over countries 
which Rought to impose their will and their 
way of life upon other· nations. • • • 

I believe that it must be the policy of the 
United States to support free peoples who 
are resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures. 

Stated another way, the President of 
· the United States, tn the name of the 
people of the United States, on that day 
before the Congress abandoned, once and 
for all, the · ineffectual and costly isola
tionist policy of the past-a policy which 
directly contributed to the devastating 
wars that the world has witnessed within 
this generation. 

The issue in Greece and Turkey is iden
tical with the one which prevailed when 
Japan marched into Manchuria, when 
Italy took Ethiopia, and when Hitler vio
lated all of the treaties of his govern
ment, and by force, by threats of force, 
and by his Nazi fifth columns, conquered 
much of Europe without firing a shot. 

The issue may be put by way of a 
simple question. Shall we face up to· 
our responsibilities throughout this one 
world or shall we adopt a 1947 variety of 
appeasement and isolationism which 
must sooner or later bring about a Third 
World War that so many are already 
callin~ inevitable? 

If we follow a course of appeasement, 
if we decide that what happens in the 
rest of the world is of no concern to 
\li, then the Communist rulers in the 
Kremlin, just as the madman in Ber
lin of 1939, will decide that the western 
democracies are weak, and can be con
quered by the same techniques of prop
aganda and boring from within as em
ployed by Hitler. If, on the other hand, 
we meet our responsibilities and let the 
world understand that we will not shrink 
from them, the freemen everywhere will 
be encouraged and the voice of our great 
and powerful Nation, spoken in behalf 
of democracy and freedom will be heard 
in every corner of the world and the 
march toward communistic totalitarian
ism will be halted. · 

The need is urgent. The time is short. 
Greece and Turkey are vital. They com
mand the Near East, Africa, and Asia. 
If they fall to the Russian fifth column 
from within, then before long, all of the 
world outside our hemisphere may be 
within the orbit of the iron curtain. 
If their position is held, most of west
ern Europe will be saved, ·and construc
tive measures, such as the establishment 
of a United States of Europe, will make 

possible the economic · rehabilitation of 
that continent. Such action should as
sure the continuation of world peace by 
convincing Moscow that our policy is 
one of justice, backed by all the strength 
and might of this great Nation. 

Those who argue that we are bypass
ing the United Nations are either beg
ging the question or opposing our policy 
by indirection because they know that 
we are confronted with acute internal 
situations in Greece and Turkey which 
cannot be handled at this time by the 
United Nations. They are also delib
erately ignoring the fact that Russia has 
a veto power in that assembly which 
she would not hesitate to use. 

America now faces the same challenge 
that it faced in 1914 and in the 1930's. 
If it follows the course of coming to the 
aid of stricken peoples and abandons iso
lationis'rri and appeasement, the tragic 
and bloody history of 1917 and 1941 will 
not be repeated. If it follows the oppo
site course, a third blood bath may soon _ 
be upon us. 

Let us be frank about this matter. 
Are we willing for the iron curtain to 

be extended to the shores of the Atlantic, 
through all of the continent of Europe, 

- through the Near East, and possibly 
throughout Asia and Africa? 

Have we forgotten the· bloody, dismal 
struggle which so recently engulfed man
kind? Do hundreds of thousands of 
young Americans lie in hallowed ground 
and other thousands suffer in hospitals 
and institutions so that we might sub
stitute Red dictatorship for black dicta
torship? Shall we repeat in Greece and 
ln Turkey and in western Europe the 
solemn tragedy of Estonia, Lithuania, 
Latvia, Albania. Rumania, Hungary, Bul
garia, Poland, and Yugoslavia; or shall 
we use the moral power of this Nation 
for the cause of freedom? Freedom is an 
ancient word. It first gained its mag
nificence in the land of the Hellenes. 
To many of us who have lived under 
the blessed sun of the United States, it 
may seem like an academic word; but 
in those bleak nations behind the iran 
curtain, it is still the most glorious word 
in the minds of men. And yet, the issue 
involved here is just that simple. It is 
whether freedom survives on this earth, 
or whether some strange ideology, which 
proclaims freedom but practic~s tyranny, 
which talks about the rights of man 
but foists a brutal, soulless system of 
collectivism upon the minds and hearts 
of men, and which employs cruelties 
heretofore unknown to mankind shall 
prevail. For my own part, it is my firm 
belief that there can be no compromise 
with communism. That is the issue. If 
we compromise now, if we throw Greece 
and the nations of Europe into the wait
ing, willing arms of Red fascism, then 
we will face a third world war more 
horrible and more devastating than the 
one that this world has so recently ex
perienced. If we fail in this duty, then 
we may as well withdraw our armies of 
occupation from Europe. We may as 
well remain away from the conference 
tables and prepare for the holocaust. 

I read with inte1est Mr. Stalin's inter
view with Mr. Stassen. He talked about 
cooperation and said that our countries 
could live together in peace. I fervently 
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hope that they can. But certainly Mr. 
Stalin would be more impressive if his 
deeds spoke out rather than his words. 

The philosophy to which he subscribes, 
denies the validity of covenants, the va
lidity of morals, the vaiidity of religion. 
How then can western civilization trust 
his assertions? He talks about freedom, 
when in his nation and in the nations 
that are dominated by communism there 
are more slaves than have ever existed 
in the entire recorded history of this 
world. 

To compromise with communism is to 
compromise with an essential evil. It is 
no more possible than to compromise 
with cancer or tuberculosis. 

The debate, however, has pointed up 
the need for something more than a neg
ative policy in Europe. While we must 
oppose Russian expansion and while we 
must fight communism on every front, 
we also mus.t put forward a positive pro
gram of democracy. .The objections 
voiced to the extension of aid to Greece 
and Turkey have come from . many 
thoughtful Americans who are justly 
worried about our precarious fiscal struc
ture and who realize that dollars alone 
will not solve the problems of Europe. 

These thoughtful Americans are prop
erly concerned over our tremendous na
tional debt. They show where we have 
already spent billions in England and 
France and throughout the world, and 
communism marches on. There must be 
some other way. Otherwise we will 
bankrupt America. 

There is an alternative that has stirred 
the minds of men for many centuries. 
It -is to be found ·in a federated western 
Europe. A resolution "that the Congress 
hereby favors the creation of a United 
States of Europe within the framework 
of the United Nations" is now pend
ing in this body and in the Senate. 
That resolution has received support 
from the overwhelming majority of 
Americans, representing all political 
broups, from the press, and in ·public 
forums. Recently a group of 81 of the 
Nation's outstanding leaders in business, 
finance , religion and education, and 
journalism endorsed the plan as the 
answer .to the recurrent problem of 
Europe. It is not a new plan. It has 
been supported for many ye~rs by great 
statesmen of Europe. Today its princi
pal champions are Winston Churchill, 
Prime ·Minister Smuts, John Foster 
Dulles, Walter Lippmann, Prime Minis
ter Attlee, and many others. George 
Washington once wrote· to General La
fayette: 

We have sowed seeds of liberty and· union 
that will spring up everywhere on earth, 
and one day. taking its pattern from the 
United States of America, there will be 
founded the United States of Europe. 

The great French writer, Victor Hugo, 
prophesied : 

The day w111 come when these two huge 
unions, the United States of America and 
the United States of_ Europe. will face and 
greet each other across the Atlantic-when 
they will exchange their goods, their com
merce. their industry. their arts, their gemus, 
to civllize the globe, to fertilize deserts, to 
improve creation under the eyes of the Crea
tqr, and to assure the greatest benefit for all 
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by combining these forces: the brotherhood 
of man and the might of God. 

That day is at hand. 
The Greek loan must be made, because 

as I have pointed out, we cannot com
promise further. But at best it is serv
ing only as an oxygen tent for the patient. 
Similar loans have been nade to France, 
England, and to the Netherlands, and 
the condition of our ex-enemies does not 
need recounting at this time. 

Greece is vital, but western Europe is 
even more vital, and now is the time, with 
Europe prostrate, for the ancient ideal 
of federation to bear fruit. As one writer 
has said, "What was once an ideal is 
now a necessity." 

In ~he words of Winston Churchill: 
And what is the plight yo· which Europe 

has been t·educed? Some of the small states 
have, indeed, made a good recovery, but over 
wide areas a vast quivering mass of tor
mented, hungry, careworn, and bewildered 
human beings gaze on the ruins of their 
cities and scan the dark horizon for the 
approach of some new peril, tyranny, or 
terror. . · 

They may still return, There is a remedy 
which , if it were generally and spontaneousiy 
adopted by the great majority of people in 
the many lands, would as if by a miracle, 
transform the whole scene and would i-n a 
few years make all Europe, or the greater 
part of it, as free and as happy as Switzer-
land is today. · 

What Is this sovereign remedy? 
We must build a kind of United States of 

Europe. 

America cannot bring about the United 
States of Europe, but by the adoption 
of the resolution now before the Congress 
the forces at work everywhere in western 
Europe will be immeasurably strength
ened and those who hesitate now because 
of the opposition to Soviet Russia will be 
given the courage and the support to 
move forward. 

Mr. Ghairman, I have listened care
fully to tpe debate on this measure for 
3 days. I have opposed every amend
ment which has been offered to the com
mittee bill. I shall continu~ to oppose 
amendments. I shall oppose the amend
ment which the gentleman from Cali
fornia contemplates offering. 

The committee has done a masterful 
job in framing this legislation and the 
issues have been clearly presented to this 
body. Everyone here fully understands 
that. As the distinguished gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. and 
our great minority leader LMr. RAYBURN] 
pointed out -on day before yesterday, the 
comparison existing between 1914 and 
1939-41 is too serious to overlook, and 
all thoughtful Americans realize that 
we must no longer adopt a policy of 
appeasement. 

I listened with interest this morning 
while one gentleman said, "Of what con
cern is it to ·us what happens in eastern 
Europe or what happens in Russia?" My 
mind went back to my first term here in 
this ~ongress in 1941 when we were de
bating lend-lease, and I heard those same 
words, and those same gentlemen mak
ing the identical assertions. After Hit
ler had conquered most of Europe, and 
when the British Isles were holding out 
all alone, those same gentlemen stood in 
the well of the House and said, •·what 

concern is it to us what Hitler does· in 
Europe?" Then, all of a sudden bombs 
fell on Pearl Harbor and it was of direct 
concern to every American. That is the 
same challenge that we face today, and 
we had better not make any mistake 
about it . . 

But, I want to take this time to point 
out what I believe is possibly an alterna
tive to the direction we are headed. 
Many years ago the statesmen of Europe 
recognized the fact that "as long as Eu
rope was disunited, as long as we had 
countless little nationalities and count
less little nations in Europe, we were 
bound to have these interminable wars 
and interminable struggles. Recogniz
ing this recurrent situation, some 
months ago, in conjunction with some 
of my colleagues in the SE-nate, I intra~ 
duced a resolution in this House favor
ing the creation of a United States of 
Europe within the framework of the 
United Nations. I am certain that many 
Members of the House have noted the 
overwhelming approval with .. which that 
resolution has been met by the press, in 
public forums, in educational, and in 
civic circles of this country. I am happy 
to say that that movement now has a 
tremendous momentum, and today the 
Moscow Conference having failed and 
our effort of cooperation with Russia 
having completely failed, we must have 
an alternative. 

I say to the Members of the House, if 
they will give serious consideration and 
serious thought to the age-old ideal of 
a united western Europe. together in 
trade, together in commerce, and to
gether in government, the 200,000,000 
people of western Europe will be the an
swer to this problem, and I believe we 
will have some hope for peace on this 
earth; but as long as we maintain all of 
these separate entities, as long as we try 
to create artificial barriers in Europe, 
they are bound to overflow into our own 
Nation and we are bound to go into 
another and a more bloody world war. 

I ask you to read when you have time 
the words of Winston Churchill, of John 
Foster Dulles, of Prime Minister Attlee, 
and the expressions of 81 prominent 
Americans which recently appeared in 
the press, representing every shade of 
political opinion in the United States, 
recommending and endorsing the Feder
ation of Europe. If you will read those 
expressions, and if you will study them, 
we as Americans may find an alternative 
to the grave and chaotic problem of 
Europe. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 4. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions 

of any other law, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation is authorized and directed, until 
such time as an appropriation shall be made 

' pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, to 
make advances, not to exceed in' the aggre
gate $100,000.000, to carry out the provisions 
of this act, in such manner and in ·such 
amounts as the President shall determine. 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated to the President not to exceed 
$400,000,000 to carry out the provisions of 
this act. From appropriations made under 
this authority there shall be repaid to the 
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Reconstruction Finance Corporation the ad
vances made by it under subsection (a) of 
this section. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Wis

consin: 
On page 6, line 1, strike out all of subsec

tion (a) of section 4, 
And on line 8 strike out the letter "(b)" 

indicating a subsection and on line 9 substi
tute the figure "200,000,000" for "400,000,000," 
and after the period on line 10 strike out all 
of the following sentence, and substitute a 
new sentence as follows: "Out of the funds 
provided herein the President is authorized 
to supply such financial assistance as may be 
requested by the United Nations to further 
the objectives of this legislation, but in no 
event shall it exceed $5,000,000." 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, in view of the nature of the amend
ment I have offered, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to 

the gentleman from New Jersey. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all ·amendments 
thereto close in 20 minutes, this not to 
include the 10 minutes already allotted 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. I 
make this suggestion at the request of 
the majority leader. · 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman 
reserving the right to object, would it 
not be better to hear what the gentleman 
says concerning his amendment, so that 
we can see if any Member wants to dis
cuss it? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man object at this time? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I object, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, you will note if you have a copy of 
the bill before you t~at I am striking out 
all of subsection <a) because it is a re
quest to advance $100,000,000 without 
going before the Committee on Appro
priations. 

I see no reason why there is need for 
such quick action. I believe that the 
Department of State should justify the 
need for that sum of money before the 
Committee on Appropriations. There 
is nothing in the record, as I recall it, 
wherein there was a showing of such 
need. It seems to me, therefore, that if 
we are going to pass this legislation, let · 
us be businesslike about it. Certainly, 
there is no justification for this provi
sion to be in the bill. 

I go on to the next part of my amend-' 
ment, cutting down the amount from 
$400,000,000 to $200,000,000. I am won
dering if Members of the House realize 
that so far as the record is concerned 
Turkey, which is covered by this bill, ha~ 
never made a request to this Govern
ment for any money. If I am wrong, I 
want the members of the Committee. to 
tell me so. $125,000,000 is provided in 
this bill for Turkey. I trust that the 

members of the Committee who want to 
ask questions will wait until I complete 
my statement. 

So far as I can find, all we have con
cerning aid to Turkey is the statement 
in the report on page 3, as follows: 

The situation in Turkey differs substan
tially, but she has found it necessary during 
recent months to apply to the United States 
for financial aid. 

That is the statement made by the 
committee. What does Mr. Acheson 
say? The only testimony is this: 

Today the Turkish economy is no longer 
able to carry the full load required for its 
national defense. 

But in the statement on the same page 
Mr. Acheson does not say that there was 
a request for aid, and if he did I submit 
that that would be a.. self-serving dec
laration and a statement in support of 
his own position. 

The report is very clear, however, so 
far as the Greek Government is con
cerned. On March 3 tl:).e Greek Govern
ment actually asked· for this assistance. 
I could not find in these heavy secret 
documents that we have, 6 or 8 inches 
thick, anything to show that the Turkish 
Government has asked for this aid. As 
a matter of fact, they did not ask it or 
need it. TUrkey wants arms· and not 
money. 

I say there should be before this House 
something in writing to show that the 
Turkish Gove·rnment wants this money. 
I submit the record does not indicate 
that, and if it does then I have missed 
it and I will stand corrected if the evi
dence can be produced. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
it right here. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I hope the 
gentleman will wait until I complete my 
statement. 

Mr. JARMAN. You ask for it and 
then you do not want it. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman de
clines to yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. In the lat
ter part of this amendment I provide 
that the President would be authorized 
to advance out. of this authorization 
$5,000,000 to assist in carrying out the 
objectives of this legislation. If there 
is Russian aggression, let us find it out. 
Let us find out through the United Na
tions organization. We have heard a 
great deal about isolationism. I wonder 
in all this by-passing of the United Na~ 
tions, who are the isolationists. 

I want to call attention to a matter 
y.rhich I think is highly important be
cause I believe it indicates that even as 
far as Greece is concerned, they can go 
to the International Bank and get this 
money. I am referring to the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD of May 7, page 4719, to 
an address delivered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. PATTERSON]: 

A reading of section C of part 4 of the 
charter of the International Bank proves 
conclusively that ~his United Natiflns agency 
can be used to help the people of Greece. 
It says, and I quote, "If a member suffers 
from an acute exchange stringency, so that 
the service of any loan contracted by that 
member or guaranteed by it or by one o:f 
its agencies cannot be provided in the stip
ulated manner, the member concerned may 
apply to the bank for a relaxation of the 

conditions of payment." This certainly ap
plies to·Gi'eece today as it seems to me. 

The very fi,rst chapter of the bank's cha1·ter 
is even more specific in its application to 
Greece today. It says under section B the 
resource shall be used "for .the purpose of 
facilitating the restoration and reconstruc
tion of the economy of members whose met
ropolitan territories have sUffered great 
devastation from enemy occupation or hos
tilities. The bank, in determining the con
ditions and terms of loans made to such 
members, shall pay special regard to lighten
ing the financial burden and expediting the 
completion of such restoration and recon
struction." 

There y.m have it. It is all laid out. 
The International Bank can take charge 
of this matter, so why should we in all 
our largesse volunteer to hand out this 
money which our taxpayers are striving 
so hard to pay each year? We as Re
publicans, under the program outlined, 
have promised tax reduction and debt 
reduction and all that goes with it. Un
der no circumstances can we be justi
fied in making not a loan but a gift of 
more than $200,000,000. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Dean Acheson de

livered an address last evening in place 
of the President, and he advocates re
habilitating the whole world. After we 
have bled ourselves white, who will there 
be to give us a blood transfusion? 

Mr. SMITH of Vlflsconsin. The · ques
tion answers itself, it seems to me. Of 
course, we will face economic ruin and 
we are on the verge of it today. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. JARMAN. I simply ask the gen

tleman to yield to produce the evidence 
he asked for a moment ago. I believe 
the gentleman made the statement that 
if there was any evidence that Turkey 
had requested this assistance, he would 
like some member of the committee to 
produce it. It is found on page 13, where 
I inquired of Under Secretary Acheson, 
as follows: · . 
~ other words, as I understand it, every

thmg proposed to be done in this bill has 
been definitely requested by the· countries 
concerned? 

Secretary AcHESON. That is true. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Is that the 
best evidence the gentleman offers? It 
is a. self-serving declaration. I say it is 
not the best evidence. 

Mr. JARMAN. That may not be the 
best evidence but it is most excellent 
evidence. · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Not for me. 
Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman asked 

for it and when he gets it he does not 
want it. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. You know 
as a lawyer that is not the best evidence. 
Produce a copy of a letter from the 
Turkish Government. That is what I 
am asking for. There is a copy of the 
Greek request in the confidential report 
prepared for the committee by the State 
Department. 

Mr. JARMAN. If the gentleman 
wishes further evidence---

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I am ask
ing you to produce it and you cannot. 
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Mr. JARMAN. The difference is I 

have confidence in the President and 
other officials of my country whereas the 
gentleman does not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I desire 
to renew the unanimous-consent request 
suggested by the majoritY leader, that all 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. EATON]? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to ascertain how many seek recog
nition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sees five 
Members indicating they desire time. 

Mr. EATON. Then, Mr. Chairman, I 
modify my request and make it 20 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey asks unanimous consent that 
all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes. 

Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 

recognize the following Members who in
dicated a desire to be heard: Messrs. 
MACKINNON, VORYS, CHENOWETH, MILLER 
of Connecticut, and JARMAN. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, may the 
committee members be heard last? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio will be recognized last. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MAcKINNON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, on 
yesterday one of the illustrious Members 
of this House said that when you hear 
one person you have heard one-half of 
the story. That is not true on this is
sue, for when you have heard one person 
on this issue you have heard only one
third of the story. You have three views 
on this issue. 

One group believes that the national 
interest of the United States is involved 
and they support the bill. There are 
two groups in opposition. First, the 
isolationists oppose it. Secondly, in op
position you have that group whose for
eign policy has been such that they have 
not actively opposed the foreign policy 
of the Soviet Government and they have 
opposed the foreign policy of the United 
States. It is very easy to pick that group 
out. You know what their position was 
on · lend-lease. They were demanding 
that Russia get more lend-lease. You 
know what their position was on the sec
ond front. For several years they de
manded an immediate second front in 
Europe regardless of the inability of our 
country to prosecute effective military 
operations. 

THE PARTY LINE 

The party line that they have now 
developed on this particular bill is 
they say that they oppose military 
aid, favor relief to starving children, 
and then they say, "Besides, the United 
States cannot afford to give this relief 
in any amount." That argument is 
completely dishonest, because in one 
breath they· say, "I favor parti~l relief," 

and in the next breath they say "I favor 
no relief." That is the party line argu
ment on this bill today. To merely 
state it is sufficient. Its inconsistency is 
its own answer. 

IDEAS VERSUS FORCE 

One of the arguments that has been 
made, that seems to have some force with 
a number of people, is that you cannot 
stop ideas by force. Their inference is 
that communism is an idea and hence it 
cannot be stopped by force. 

But I say communism has no force as 
an idea. Communism has never been 
accepted by any country of the world 
except by force. Does any person-and 
I will yield the floor to anyone who has 
an answer on this one-can any person 
in this House tell us today of any nation 
in recorded history that ever voluntarily 
accepted communism? No person rises 
to suggest that there ever was such a 
nation~and I agree that there never was. 
Communism has never been voluntarily 
accepted by any country. It needs force 
to impose it and it needs force to con
tinue it .. 

There is no question that when you 
run into force you have to make your 
position clear, and that is what this bill 
does. We are opposing communism. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

In closing I want to say that I re
_gard this program as unfinished business 
arising out of our involvement in the war. 
It is nothing more than we did' after the 
last war. · We siayed ·until conditions 

. were stabilized. For the same purpose 
today we are in Germany, we are in 
Austria, and we are in Italy. In those 
countries we are presently seeking to 
bring stability to their economy. They 
were our enemies a short time back. 
Should we not also seek to maintain a 
stable government for our friends who 
ask our aid? They were our allies in the 
war and are our friends now. I submit 
that they are entitled oo our help now 
as much as our former enemies. 

THE GREEK ELECTION 

Some criticize the Greek Government. 
You can criticize almost any foreign gov
ernment-in comparison with ours. But 
the Greek Government was elected by the 
Greek people in what our observers state 
was a free election. The statistics show 
that of 1,900,000 eligible voters, 87 per
cent voted and 68.3 percent favored the 
present Government. This leaves 31.7 
percent opposed. In other words the vote 
was 2 to 1 for the present Government. 

That is a more substantial popular 
majority than any President of the 
United States ever received in recorded 
history. No person can truthfully say 
that the Government ir Greece does not 
have the popular support of the Greek 
people. 

USE THE UNITED NATIONS 

Some say we should use the United 
Nations. I agree with that proposal and 
the bill contains ample provisions for 
the use of the United Nations if that 
body wishes to assume jurisdiction, but 
we have already seen the power of the 
veto in Russia's hand to delay effective 
action on this verJ issue. 

RUSSIAN VETO 

Russia vetoed the initial attempt to 
investigate the Greek border dispute. 
Subsequently the investigation was only 
authorized when Russia refrained from 
voting. Do we want to permit the Soviet 
to use such dilatory tactics? That is their 
game. Everyone knows it. The veto 
power gives them the authority to delay 
action-and they use it. This issue in 
Greece and Turkey involves internal sta
bility. Thus it is not a proper case for 
the United Nations. It does not in
volve international issues with respect to 
those countries. By the very charter of 
the United Nations they have no juris
diction. Our delegate from the United 
States has pointed out that this bill does 
not bypass the UN. I agree with that 
analysis of the problem. 

THJ: ISSUE 

The issue in this bill is clear. Are we 
going to .appease Russia; are we going 
to jump through the hoop at the Soviet 
wish? We only intervened in Europe 
in World War II after the most con
stant demands from Russia. They de
manded arms, munitions, and a second 
front. We finally opened the second 
front and the war was soon over. Now 
the Soviet line is to say, "Get out now, 
leave Europe to us." To this demand I 
say we did not intervene in Europe to 
permit Communists, Fascists, or other 
groups alien to their own country, to have 
free reign to aggressively overrun the 
remnants of European civilization. By 
our position as victors we owe a duty to 
the world to restore stable governments 
before we pull out. Let us all support 
this bill to do that for Greece and Tur
key-our allies. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. MILLERL 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman. it is unfortunate in the clos
ing hours of this debate that has been 
going on for four days that some Mem
bers' patriotism so runs away with them 
that they have to charge those who hon
estly and conscientiously oppose this bill 
as following what is referred to as the 
"party line." I am not at all disturbed 
about anybody questioning my Ameri
canism or my patriotism. I do want to 
ask one question and I hope before the 
debate closes someone on the committee 
or in the House will answer it for me. 

I listened this morning to the distin
guished gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCoRMACK] speak of the wave of 
communism sweeping over Turkey and 
over Greece, then across the Mediter
ranean over Italy and over France, and 
so on, possibly over the Atlantic to the 
United States. I concede that it is cer
tainly a threat and that all this world 
is. threatened with the spread of com
munism. Assuming all that to be true, 
will some member of this committee ex
plain to me why, to deal with such an 
important problem, in view of our par
ticipation in the United Nations and our 
promise to the American people, we were 
going to deal in association with the 
other nations of the world, that we 
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should embark on this lone-wolf pro
gram on our own. 

Some may say that other nations can
not · contribute their share in money to
ward this effort to stop the spread of 
communism into Turkey and Greece. 
If they eannot appropriate $100,000,000 
or $400.000,000, if they would appropri
ate a quarter of a million dollars to this 
program and associate themselves with 
this Government, I would feel much hap
pier about it and I could · then support 
this whole program. But I do not want 
to see the United states Government em
bark on this program with no assurance, 
certainly no assurance has been given us 
throughout thts deoate~ that the program 
has the support, at least the moral sup
port, of other nations associated with us 
in the United Nations. If they cannot 
·furnish financial support they certainly 
can make known their support ·in other· 
ways. I wish that somebody could show 
me ·how we can ·do .t~ j'ob so much 
better alone than with the help and 
cooperation of other nations. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. ·Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr ~ MILLER of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from New ~ersey. 

Mr . .MATHEWS. Is it not true. sir, 
that when we approve this ~tion we are 
ta!png, it means that any other nation 
may take any action it sees fit so long 
as it says it is carrying out the purposes 
of the United Nations? 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. We are 
formulating our own program and car
rying it on alone, so far as I am able to 
find out. . 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER .of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. I want to remind the 
gentleman what the United Nations 
representative of the United States, 
Senator Austin said: 

,:n my oplnlon, the United States program 
oi' aid to Greece and Turkey does not byp!UlS 
the United Nations. · 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I heard 
that. statement read and I may say it 
does not answer my question. I have not 
said anything about bypassing the United 
Nations. I am asking why other nations 
that are in the United Nations cannot 
cooperate in this program. I heard the 
statement read by the chairman of the 
committee yesterday and I have great re
spect for Senator Austin. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. In all fairness, · 
the House should be reminded also of 
what the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations said on this subject. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Yes. I 
go back to my question which was: ''Why. 
do the proponents of this bill think that 
the United States acting alone can do the 
job better than it could be done in co
operation with other nations? 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has expired. 
· The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
frmu Alabama [Mr. JARMAN]. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mt: Chairman, the 
author of this amendment, as I ·under
stood him· a moment ago~ stated that 
Turkey had not applied for this assist
ance and challenged anyone to prove 
otherwise. I thought I did so by quoting 
the Under Secretary of State of the 
United States, who at the time was Acting 
Secretary of State. I do not know 
whether he is a Democrat or a Repub
lican, just as I do not know what General 
Marshall's politics Js; but he is the 
Under Secretary of State of the United 
States and, for my part, I am willlng to 
take his word on a matter with the re
sponsibility for which he is charged and 
on a matter about which he naturally 
knows more tb.an could any Member of 
t1$- body. Furthermore. he is an excep
tionally able official to whom I heard one 
o! our best Members refer during this 
debate as the man who had the most 
alert ~d most brilliant mind with which 
he has come 1n contact. 

However, I find. after my colloquy with 
the gentleman-for whom I h&ve a very 
high regard, but who I tliink should be 
more careful with his cliallenges and his 
statements-that the President of the 
United States in his message _made the 
same statement, and I say to you, my 
colleagues, I care not who the President 
of the United States be, whether he be 
Democrat or Republican, 1 am willing to 
take his word on a matter such as this. 
and I quote from the President's mes
sage: 

Since the war Turkey has sought flnanelal 
assistance from Great Britain and the United 
States for the purpose of e«ecting moderniza
tion necessary for the maintenance ot its 
national integrity. 

Now, for my part, Mr. Chairman, and 
my colleagues, I am perfectly willing to 
believe those two officials of this Govern
ment and not be pin prickey and issue 
challenges ~bout whether they are telling 
the truth or not. 

Mr. FOLTON: Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, an able mem
ber of our committee. 

Mr. FULTON. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin said he .searched the commit
tee report and looked through it c.are
fully and could not find it. He must 
have missed page 1, because there Mr. 
Acheson says that at various times dur
ing recent months the Turkish Govern
ment has applied to the United States for 
financial aid. And, there is no quibbling 
about that. 

Mr. JARMAN. Indeed, there Is not. 
I thank the distinguished gentleman, and 
I read to the gentleman the Under Sec
retary's reply to my question, in which 
he reiterated that fact. · 

Now I gladly yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. · 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I want to 
again ask both of you gentlemen, who 
are lawyers, 1f you would accept .that· as 
proof in a court of law? 

Mr. JARMAN. Absolutely. I would 
accept the statement of my President 
and my Under Secretary of State as 
proof. 
· · Mr; SMITH of Wisconsin. That 

· sounds fine, but tha;t still ts· n-ot proof. 
That is a self-serving declaration. 

Mr. JARMAN. Are .we in a eourt of 
. taw here? . " 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. You might 
be. 
: Mr. JARMAN. Is this a court of law? 

Mr. SMITH of W"lSoonsin. It is anY
thing that you make it. 
· Mr. ·JARMAN. Yes, and we have 
established it without reference to the 
precedents cf ·the court-s, too. We do 
not have to go flo courts to get prece
dents. We have them of our own. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. The chal
lenge is still open to produoe the proof. 
Turkey has never asked for this loan, in 
my opinion. 

Mr. JARMAN. I repeat, I have confi
dence in my ~resident, whether he. be a 
Democrat or not, and should the gen
tleman on the other side ever be so for
tunate as to have . a President I woUld 
have confidence in him, whoever· he be. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That 1s 
the gentleman's privilege. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr.' Chairman. 1f the 
gentleman will yield further, I think the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, having chal
lenged both of us as lawyers, has gotten 
himself a little outside 1n saying that 
opinion evidence is admissible. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Colorado fMr. 
CIDmOWEmJ. 

<Mr. CHENOWETH - asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks). 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
will the ,gentleman yield? 

·Mr. CHENOWETH. l yield to the 
gentleman .from New York. 

Mr. M,ARCANTONIO. I think on this 
issue of whether or not Turkey mad.e a 
request we· should read the Prestdent•s 
message· delivered at the joint session of 
Congress. ·With respect: to · Greece he 
specifically states that Greece has asked 
for this assistance. You do not find any 
language as str.ong as that wtth respect 

· to Turkey in tbe President's message. 
Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 

refuse to yield further. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin ORr. SMITH]. I wish to 
commend him for tbe splendid· and bril
liant leadership be has exercised tn 
handling the opposition to this legisla
tion. 

It appears that Turkey has asked for 
no assistance. I understand that Turkey 
has no financial crisis like Greece. Un
less the purpose of this bill is entirely 
military, I cannot conceive how any 
Member of this House can vote to send 
money to Turkey. 

We are told, however, we should sup
port this bill because it has the approval 
of the President and the Secretary of 
State. Our leaders have made some 
tragic mistakes. They . have formulated 
policies which even the proponents of 
this bill admit have been unwise and 
unsound. Surely we must make an im
portant decision like this for ourselves. 

Largely because of pursuing wrong 
policies 'this country became involved in 
World War n, which cost the Uves of 
300,000 American boys. The debate to
tlay reminds me very much of .the dis
cus-sion of the lend-lease biil tn 1'941, 
which was represented as a peace meas-
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· ure. · We soon discovered it was a step 
toward war. · We won the war, but now 
we are again disiJlusioned; after def.eat
ihg our enemies we are now told there is .a 
new threat to our security. · This meas
ure is a subterfuge and a bald-faced de
ception. The title implies this is a bill 
which authorizes aid to Greece and Tur
key. You know, and I know, it is purely 
a military move. Yet we are being told 
we must continue to follow leaders whose 
blundering policies have precipitated the 
situation in which we find ourselves to-

-rightist Greek Government at least, calls a 
Communis~ · threat. . ' . 

_ It is true that communism ·, tbre~tens 
.Greece. Nevertheless, 'the point of attack 
s1;10uld not be through the Greek Army, 
fighting Communist and non-Communist 
gtierrlllas in the hills. If the American grant 
is to be successful the attack must come 
through the country's economy. 

When the army uses funds to wage war, 
a lot more houses and roads and people are 
destroyed. The sur.vivors find conditions dif
ficult. Then they are easy prey to totali
tarianism-Communist or otherwise. 

. day. Our first responsibility is ~to the I agree with Mr. Hoyt, and I ·submit 
people we represent. It is my opinion we are making the wrong approach tq 
the overwhelming sentiment of this coun- this whole matter. We want to rebuild 
try is opposed to this legislation in its Greece, and not destroy her. As Mr. 
present form. Smith has pointeci out, the International 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, will Bank has been set up to aid countries 
the gentleman yield? like Greece. · I feel certain satisfactory 

Mr. · CHENOWETH. I yield to the arrangements could be made to obtain 
-gentleman from Wisconsin. the credit she needs. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. This is the same The CHAIRMAN. The Chair tecog-
·leadership that in the last 2 ye~.rs has .nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
_spent $18,000,ooo;ooo·to· promote commu- ·voRYsJ. · 
. nism, and 'is ·financing commtu'lism. Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, further 

Mr. CHENOWETH. ·_ The gentleman commenting on whether Turkey re
is absolutely right. We are still shipping .quested aid, in the que~tionnaire found 
·supplies and materials to Russia. It is ·on page 366 of the hearings appears this 
·impossible to reconcile these conflicting statement from the State Department: 
positions. .I have never understood the In order to prevent a deterioration of the 

· influence which has enabled communis- Turkish economic situation, which · might 
· tic Russia to obtain unlimited amounts weaken the country and compromise its po
. of equipment and machinery -from ~he ' sition, Turkey has requested American finan':.. 
United States. , cial ·assistance which the President proposes 

that we grant. 
- Mr. Chairman, let us look for a moment- . . 
, at this bill. It states that it provides .fQ_r . , U:nder Secretary _ A~heson;· at the 'Yery 
assistance to Greece and Turkey. How- . start of the hearings, sai~-se~ page 1: 

~ ever, I think -the mask- has now been At various-times during recent months the 
drawn aside. The intent' of the bill ·is Turkish Government. has. applied - to :the 

.clear . .. You have ~een. the amendments, -United States ·for financial aid. . . 
-limiting the military personnel to 100, or Apparently the opposition feels that if 
200, voted down.. Those sponsoring this .a country. asks a wJ;lole lQt p~ ti:rpes tha.t 

_bill vig_orously opposed a~y milita~y' limi- .does .not count as a · request, but if a 
tations. country asks once that counts ·as a re-

It is proposed. to send members of our quest. . -
~military_ forces, but we are ~ss~_re~ they ram one of those who. opposed the way 
will act in an advisory capacity only. I the evidence was brought before us on 
submit there is no pre~ede~t f-or_ such a th.e relie(bill a few weeks ago. We were 
step and that .it n_ow appears obvio~s not told what the money was to be spent 

·from .admissions. .rna.de on the_ ,ftoor by for and .where. Possibly as a result of 
-those in charge of the ~ill that .our mHi_- the protest that many . of us made the 
-tary operations will no.t be restricte(\ to .secret document furnished the first day 
-advice only: A motion to recommit this :of the hearings. on this bill was . thrown 
·bill to the Committee pn Armed Forces open, and detailed information has been 
-would be very proper. given in the hearings as to how they pro-

Mr. Chairman, I have before me an pose to use this money, not only for mili
article written by Mr. Palmer Hoyt, Jr., ·tary purposes, but to rehabilitate the 
Denver Post correspondent, who made a economy of Greece. 
recent tour of Greece. He urges us to · The military part is $100,000,000 for 
help Greece rebuild, and not to fight a Turkey, only part of which is to be for 
war. I wish to read a few lines of this arms and ammunition, and $150,000,000 
-report on Greece, as the observations for Greece, only a third of which is to be 
made by Mr. Hoyt are very pertinent to for arms and ammunition. The other 
the bill we have before us. He says: $150,000,000, and you can see the details 

The United States can compete success- on page 3 of the report, is composed of 
fully with communism in Europe. It can $20,000,000 for agriculture, $50,000,000 
compete successfully with communism else- for reconstruction-and the items are 
where, too, but in order to do this the Gov-
ernment must adopt a positive policy of aid noted-and $80,000,000 for consumer 
to countries whose economy has been threat- goods. 
ened by the war or its aftermaths. I have here a 1,000-drachma note that 

The Greek-Turkish aid b1ll is a case In I got in Greece. I may say that I got it 
point. Right now it is Important that these legally. At that time there were 5,000 
-counti.'ies receive financial aid. Greece, espe- drachmas to the dollar at the legal rate 
cially, has need of food and clothing for its of exchange. Here is a 10,000-drachma 
.people. It needs money to rebuild a shat- bill. The 10,000 drachma bill is worth 
tered economy. _ . b k 

3ut tht Greek-Turkish aid bill is being 2 bucks legally, $1.25 on the lac mar-
_talked about, in Athens and America, in ket. The 1,000 drachma one is worth 20 
terms of m111tary supplies and money to, sup- . cents legally, 12¥2 cents- on the black 
'port the atmy· m·its· ·fight against what the . market. The exchange varies so rapidly 

. over there in the sky-rocketing-inflation 
-'that is going· on that it js -hard to keep 
track of your money, · 

·It cost me 8,000 drachmas to buy 6 
·post cards and the Embassy driver got 
375,000 drachmas a month. · · One of the 
things that must be done to stabilize 
Greece is ·with reference to their ex-

··change. That is a part of this bill. 
Another part is provisions for physical 

rehabilitation of their economy. 
Another part of it is to furnish Greece 

·military assistance, advice, and supplies, 
so that Greece can drive the Communist

. supported guerrillas out and maintain 
her integrity. 

This is a very ambitious program. It 
is going to be difficult to accomplish. It 
has its risks, not only. possible military 
risks; but the risk that . the economic 
program may fail. We increase the risks 
by cutting the program heavily -at the 
·start. 

This is only an authorization bill, -and 
the appropriations will be checked care
·fully by mlr: appropriaMons commit_tee . 
I suggest it would not· be wise to cut this 
authorization now and I _ hope the 

. amendment is defeated. . 
The CHAIRMAN. The -time of ·the 

gentleman from Ohio has expired. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the g-entleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. SMI11Hl. 
. The questien -was taken; ·and on· a di
. vision. (-dema.JJd~<;I · by Mr_. SJ14:~TH of Wis
consin) there :were,-ayes 49, noes· .121. 

So the ame!ldment was -rejected. 
. Mr. . KERSTEN. -of .. Wisconsin. -Mr. 

Chairman. I .. otrer ·an ain~ndment. ·.: -
The Clerk read a~ . followsz 

. .Amendment offered by Mr _- KERSTEN of 
Wisconsin: On page 6, after line 13, add a 
new subsectio~ ( 4) _ (c) :· . 

"That forthwith and immediately upon-the 
taking effect . .of -this act the Government 

·of the United States and all agencies ther~of 
shall ceas.e and desist from sending any rna

. terials, granting any credits, paying any 
moneys or anything of value whatsoever, 
either under lease-lend commitments or 
otherwise, to the government or governments 
of any c.ountry or countr-ies ·that in the opin
ion of the Prestdent of the United States 
-are threatening, or du.ring the ·Ufe of this 
act do threaten, directly or indirectly, the 
integrity or sovereignty . of Greece and 
Turkey." 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, while 
this. amendment sets forth a policy 
which many of us are strongly in favor 
of, I am sorry to say I must raise a point 
of order that it· is not germane to this 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Wisconsin desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman. I believe this amendment is 
germane. I think it is highly necessary 
that we indicate in this very act wherein 
we propose to assist Greece and Turkey 
in resisting aggression. that we also indi
cate very clearly by the same token that 
we do not wish to send anything over 

·there to any countries that are threat
ening or endangering the very countries 
we are attempting to assist. I think it is 
germane. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. CASE of South 
·Dakota> ; - The Chair is· ready to rule. 
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The Chair invites the gentleman's at
tention to the fact that the amendment 
proposes that the Government shall 
cea~ and desist from sending any ma
terials, granting any credits, paying any · 
moneys or anything of value whatsoever 
either under lease-lend commitments or 
otherwise, to the government or govern
ments of any country or countries, and 
so !orth. In that respect it would in 
effect place limitations upon existinc 
law and go far beyond the scope of this 
bill and is neither germane to the bill 
nor to the section to which it is offered. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, it is limited to those coun
tries that threaten Greece or Turkey. 
It does not pertain to the entire lend
lease program. It is only to those coun
tries that threaten the integrity of 
Greece or ~urkey. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 
taken note of that but believes that that 
in no wise counteracts the point which 
the Chair has niade. · · 

The Chair sugtains the point of order. 
Mr. HOLIFIED. Mr. Chairman, . I 

move to strike out the last word, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the 

discussion of this bill has constantly re
volved around the subject of communism. 
The specter of aggression by the 
U. S. S. R. is the one great fear-impelling 
shadow that has overwhelmed this Con
gress in a wave of hysteria. The impli
cation of isolationism or pro-Russia has 
been cast upon the opponents of the 
Truman doctrine. I refuse to accept the 
implication of being isolationist or pro
Russian. 
· I am fighting today for what I believe 

to be the best interest of the Amencan 
people. I am fighting today for the prin
ciples embodied in the United Nations 
Charter. What is the basic principle? 
It is found in article I: 

To take effective collective measures for 
the prevention and removal of threats to the 
peace and for the suppression of acts of ag
gression or other breaches of the peace, and 
to bring about by peaceful means, and in 
conformity with the principles of justice and 
international law, adjustment or settlement 
of international disputes or situations which 
might lead to a breach of the peace. 

Notice the phrase "to take effective 
collective measures for the removal of 
threats to the peace and for suppression 
of acts of aggression." Collective, not 
individual. Multilateral, not unilateral. 
Upon this great principle the League of 
Nations was formed. Because this prin
ciple was not followed the League disin
tegrated when Japan started aggressive 
action on Manchuria. · · 

We have another chance to make an 
international organization work for in
ternational peace. An improved organi
zation whose procedures and methods 
were improved over those of the League. 
Again it is based on "collective" investi
gation, consideration, and action against 
aggression. 

The United States took a leading part 
in the f~rmation of th~ Un!ted Nations. 

It is our own making. We are Its 
strength. Our faith and confidence In 
it is its lifeblood. · 

We have been told that the United 
Nations is too weak to handle the Greek
Turkey case. We have been told that it 
is impotent. 

It was not too weak when the sover
eignty of Iran was violated by the actual 
presence of Russian soldiers. The 
Security Council acted and the Russian 
Army withdrew from Iran. 

It was not too weak when the Lebanon
Syria crisis occurred. The Security 
Council acted and the British and French 
soldiers obeyed its edict. 

In the complaint against Indonesia 
by the Ukaramian Republic, the Council 
considered the charges but · they voted 
against investigation. In the case of the 
Poland complaint that Spain was a 
threat to the peace, Russia exercised her 
veto. The Security Council thereupon 
formally returned the complaint to the 
General Assembly. The General Assem
bly, after due consideration, ltnanimously 
decided to drop the matter. 

Let me point out here that the veto by 
the parties directly concerned is per-

. mitted upon certain serious charges 
which involve the use or threat to use 
military personnel. However, in the case
of appeals for investigation. the parties 
involved do not have the right to use the 
veto. 

Why then do we not follow the four 
precedents of multilateral consideration 
within the framework of the United 
Nations? 

Is it because we are afraid of the deci
sion United Nations might reach? 

Is it because we are embarked on a 
course of unilateral, military, imperial
ism which is in contradiction to the prin
ciples of the Charter? 

Has the virus of world empire entered 
the veins of our democracy'? · 

Are we ready to junk the United Na
tions by denying it the chance to grow 
witl1 its responsibilities? These ques
tions must be. answered in the light of 
moral and spiritual values. or we stanci 
convicted of violating our pledges to the 
United Nations principles. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. EATON. Are there any amend
ments pending to section 4? 

The CHAIRMAN. There are no 
amendments at the desk. . 

Mr. EATON. Then I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this section do 
now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from · 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 5. The President may from time to 

time prescribe such rules ·and regulations as 
may be necessary and proper to carry out any 
of the provisions of this act; and he may ex
ercise any power or .. authority conferred up
on him pursuant to this act . through such 
department, agency, independent establish
ment, or officer of the Government as he shall 
direct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 6, line 21, 

insert at the end of the section the follow
ing: 

"The President is directed to withdraw any 
or all aid authorized herein under any of 
the following circumstances: · · 

"(1) If requested by the Government of 
Greece or Turkey, respectively, representing 
a majority of the people of either such na
tion; 

"(2) If the President 1s officially notlJied 
by the United Nations that the Security 
Council finds (with respect to which finding 
the United States waives the exercise of any 
veto) or that the General Assembly finds that 
action taken or assistance fUrnished by the 
United Nations makes the continuance of 
such assistance unnecessary or undesirable; 

"(S) If the President finds that any pur
poses of -the act have been substantially ac~ 
complished by the action of any other inter
governmental organizations or finds that the 
purposes of the act are incapable of satis-
factory accomplishment; and . 

"(4) If the President finds that any of the 
asaurances given pursuant to section S are 
not being can1ed out." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JAVITs: Page 7, 

line 14, after paragraph 4 insert: 
"5. If the President finds that the govern

ment of any country receiving assistance 
hereun~er is not representative of a maJor
ity of the people of such country or 1s not 
taking the governmental and economic 
measures essential to the reconstruction of 
such country." · 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentlema~ 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes on -his amendment. · 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to qualify this amendment on the 
technical phases first. It consists of two 
parts. It states first that the President 
shall withdraw assistance to any country 
if he finds that the government in that 
country does not represent a majority 
of the people in it. And I draw the at
tention of the members of the commit
tee to the first proviso of the Vanden
berg amendment, which says that if re
quested by the Government of Greece or 
Turkey respectively representing a ma
jority of the people of either such nation, · 
the President· is directed to withdraw 
assistance from any such country. So 
that we have written right into the bill 
the necessity · that the President shall 
make that kind of a finding before he 
responds to any request to withdraw as
sistance to any such nation. All I say 
is that the President withdraw even if 
he is not asked to withdraw, if he finds 
that the government of the country as
sisted does not represent a majority of 
the people of that country. 

The second part of my amendment 
requires that the government of any ·na
tion assisted is itself taking every gov
ernmental and economic measure neces
sary for its own reconstruction. In 
other words. it is doing everything· pos
sible to help itself. I call the attention 
of members of the committee to the fact 
that this particular provision was writ
ten into the relief bill by us in the For
eign Affairs Committee. The situation, . 
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therefore, is as follows: When the money 
devoted to Greece's relief, which will be 
fifty or sixty million dollars, · is used up, 
our own administrators over there will 
be no longer bound by the provisions 
which we have in the relief bill unless 
we write that into this bill, too. 

Why have I proposed this amendment? 
I am a member of the committee and 
I do not want to delay the debate, , but 
I feel in good conscience, and bespeak
ing the minds of Members of this House 
who are in the middle of the road-not 
those on the extreme right or those on 
the extreme left-just the sober people 
who are worried about the implications 
of this legislation, that this amendment 
is essential. Why? 

We have to remember two things about 
it: One thing that worries us who are of 
the middle-of-the-road point of view is 
that this legislation should not be a sig
nal to any extremist to the effect we are 
going to have a political witch hunt in 
this country, or a wave of reaction imper
iling civil liberties in the United States. 
I think too much of our own devotion to 
the Bill of Rights in the Constitution to. 
place the greatest stress on that, and I 
for one will be eternally vigilant on this 
:(loor to fight as I have fought for the civil 
rights Qf all, regardless of whether I may 
disagree with them. 'Therefore I feel it 
is enough to make that point at this time. 
But the second point does hinge a lot on 
this amendment. We must notify these 
people overseas, these people in Greece, 
that it is not our intention to shore up 
governments which lf'ave a great deal to 
be desired as the Government of Greece 
itself does, and our own President said 
so and the witnessess have said so. We 
have got to let those people in Greece 
know that it is not our intention to sup
port a reactionary government and shore 
it up, that we are not telling them they 
have to take this government or else 
they will not get this money. We have 
to let them k.now that they have freedom 
of action and that the only government 
we intend to deal with is one that repre
sents a majority of the Greek people. 
That is not telling them how to run their 
internal affairs or anything else. That is 
just plain, decent being an American. 

Mr. Chairman, may I empl!asize this 
further fact: Let us get away from the 
idea that this program is antianybody, 
that it tends to stop anybody. All we 
are trying to do is ftll a vacuum. There 
is a vacuum in the world. It is the vac
uum of despair, it is the vacuum of an 
unreconstructed, devastated world. Into 
that vacuum may pour an extremist 
philosophy, the philosophy of commu
nism. All we say is that we will fill that 
v~cuum and that we want to let the de
cent judgment of the majority of the peo
ple of every country determine how they 
are to live and be governed. That is all 
my amendment seeks. 

After I was in Greece in December 
1946 I came back here and reported to· 
this House that the guerrilla fighters were 
not l.. lot of long-haired people running 
around fighting for communism; but 
that they were a decent people, desperate 
over the political and economic situation 
of Greece: that there had not been less 
extremism: ahd punishment of the coin- ' 
mon people in Greece from the · ''Chite'' 

bands .of the right than there had ·been 
from extremists on the left. 

This is an amendment of common de
cency. It seeks only to give these peo
plement the right of self-determination 
and that we in the United States shall 
back the demands of a majority of the 
people with our own faith in the love of 
freedom and justice of the Greek people. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman; will 
the· gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. May I inquire whether 
this amendment was offered in commit
tee or not? 

.Mr. JAVITS. I am glad the gentle
man makes that inquiry. In the com
mittee I offered an amendment which 
was generally along the lines of the 
amendment offered by the gentlewoman 
from California [Mrs. DOUGLAS] about 
elections and democratic government, 
but I could not work out-the language 
which would give a certain leeway that 
hers did not have. The particular 
thought in this amendment was not of
fered to the. committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New . York has expired. 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending amend-
ment. · 

Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the 
amendment proposed by· the gentleman 
from New York permits the President 
to discontinue the proposed aid in the 
event he finds that the Government of 
Greece is not representative of the 
people.-

Mr. J A VITS. I am glad to confirm 
the gentleman's impression. 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, if 
that is the case it is an unnecessary 
amendment because ,.....the President al
ready has been given that discretionary 
power in the biil as it is. In the enact
ing clause of the bill you will find these 
words: 

The President may from time to time 
when he deems it in the interest of the 
United States furnish assistance to Greece 
and Turkey, upon request of their Govern
ments, and upon terms and conditions deter
mined by hlm. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. May I make the point 
which I made previously, and reiterate 
it, that this is assurance to the Greek 
people that we are not giving this relief 
or assistance only if they keep this gov
ernment. This is serving notice on them 
that in case it represents a majority of 
them, whether it is this one or another 
one, we will help them and that the 
important feature is in getting that mes
sage across from the people of the United. 
States as represented by this Congress to 
the people of Greece. 

Mr. RICHARDS. In reply to the 
gentleman I will say that a great deal 
of assurance has been given the Greek 
people in the other provisions of this 
bill, and I think it would be unwise to 
clutter up the bill further with his 
amendment. 
· Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi. ~ 

Mr. RANKIN. The main object of this 
bilUs to protect the people of the United 
States, at any rate. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I rise to inquire as to the exact par
liamentary situation at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The parliamentary 
situation is that a committee amendment 
is pending to which the gentleman 'tram 
New York has offered an amendment on 
his own behalf. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman; I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JAVITS], 
and I support it for two reasons. In the 
first place, as the gentleman from South 
Carolina has pointed out, there is now 
language in the bill which at least hints 
at the fact that this legislation is sup
posed to do the thing that the Javits 
amendment spells out specifically, and 
that is to give the President the author
ity to discontinue this relief if he finds 
that the Government in Greece or Tur
key is not representative of the majority 
of the people. The Javits amendment 
simply expands that hint to a mandate. 

It is our desire in this legislation not 
alone to stop communism and military 
aggression at the borders of Russia, but 
to help create conditions which will be 
resistant to the growth of communism 
from the standpoint of the infiltrating 
methods of the agents sent out from 
Moscow. If conditions are unjust and 
if conditions are unfair we find a fertile 
field then for the growth of communism. 
This kind of an amendment in the first 
place, therefore, gives assurance to the 
people of Greece, many of whom believe 
in a republican system of government 
such as we· have over here, rather than 
in either a monarchy or a communistic 
dictatorship; it gives tP.em assurance 
that the intention of the Congress and 
America is to see that our advice and 
our counsel and our aid is directed to 
the end that gradually and steadily 
there will be better recognition of human 
rights in Greece and Turkey. 

In the second place. I like his amend
ment because it does fn a rational and 
reasonable way the thing which the 
Smith amendment proposed to do· in a 
very abrupt manner. I voted against the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SMITH] to reduce 
this from $400,000,000 to $200,o'OO,OOO, be
cause we have i,o evidence whatsoever to 
indicate that $200,000,000 will do the job. 
On the o~her band, this proposes that the 
President can withdraw this aid should 
he find that the governments of either 
country are failing to take the necessary 
economic·and commercial steps to under
write tl-eir own economy. It is along the 
same line in that connection as the Mans
field amendment. It is encouragement 
for them to develop a just and equitable· 
tax system. It is encouragement for 
them to assume more a.nd II'ore the bur
den of their own C;conomy and their own 
government. It is an indication that we 
do not expect to continue indefinitely and 
forever a program of financing and sup
porting these foreign governments which 
now find themselves up against a dire 
emergency. And it encourages both 
Greece and Turkey to broatlen the base 
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of popular support for and participation 
in their governments. 

So, it seems to me that this amend
ment is constructive. Certainly it is not 
a crippling amendment. This amend
ment will indicate, in the first place, that 
we are urging those countries to work 
toward the· American concept of govern
ment and freedom and, in the second 
place, we are serving notice that they 
must take steps on their own volition to 
improve their internal conditions and to 
maintain their own security, because 
while we are stepping into this breach 
as an emergency, we are not underwrit
ing these countries as a program to go 
on ad infinitum; 

If this legislation is to help promote 
peace and stability in the world it must 
be followed rapidly with the develop
ment of some such sort of comprehen
sive, consistent, clear-cut, constructive 
program of relationships between the 
United States and Russia as the one 
I outlined as objectives in my talk the 
opening day of this debate. This legis
lation can hold the line for a time but 
it cannot solve the prodigious problems 
which now perplex and bedevil the world. 
By the same token, if this legislation is 
to achieve the maximum dividends for 
Greece and Turkey it should be so ad
ministered as to make both countries 
self-supporting as soon as possible and 
so as to enable them to move steadily 
and smoothly in the· direction of gov
ernmental set-ups which are more and 
more to be found in the hands of an in
creasingly large number of people in 
both countries. The ·Javits amendment· 
in my opinion will help achieve this re
sult and !'have worked with him at some 
length on his proposal. 

Just as it is the hope of Congress 
that the whole problem confronting 
or·eece and Turkey may gradually be 
turned over to the United Nations for 
administration and assistance so, too, 
it is our hope that in both countries 
their respective governments may be
come more and more representative of 
all the people and that they will in
creasingly protect and defend the human 
rights and the individual liberties of all 
their people. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to ask 
the gentleman from New York who of
fered this amendment a question. I may 
misunderstand his amendment, but, as 
I understand it, if, after the United 
States of America put in, say, 90 percent 
of this money, the President came to the 
conclusion that the existing .government 
did not represent at that time a majority 
of the Greek people, would we just walk 
out and leave everything we put in there 
in the hands of a government which did 
not represent the majority of the people? 

Mr. JAVITS. We are giving the Presi
dent that amount of discretion, and we 
assume that he is keeping check on it 
and will keep check on it constantly as 
we go along, while the 90 percent is going 
in and before the additional 10 percent 
goes in, as the gentleman states. 

Mr. MATHEWS. That is exactly the 
situation I have put up to the gentleman. · 
If after the 90 percent is in the Presi-

dent determines that the government 
does not represent the majority of the 
people, and we should do what the gen
tleman sets forth in his amendment, 
then we leave the 90 percent that we put 
in in the hands of a government which 
does not· then represent the majority of 
the people. ·· 

Mr. JAVITS. May I point out to the 
gentleman that that is just the problem 
this amendment is designed to meet. 

Mr. MATHEWS. It seems to me that 
is just the problem ·it creates. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. On page 6 the 
President is directed to withdraw if the 
President is officially notified by the 
United Nations that the Security Council 
finds or the General Assembly finds · that 
action taken or assistanc;e furnished by 
the United Nations makes the continu
ance of such assistance unnecessary or 
undesirable. You may have put in 99.74 
percent of the $400,000,000, but the Coun.
cil or somebody else can then say, "It is 
undesirable; step out." If you ever had 
a screwball proposition submitted to-you 
in your life, this is the perfection of one. 

Mr. MATHEWS. I agree with the gen
tleman from Michigan. It has been said 
on this floor that this policy is abso
lutely necessary to the security of this 
country. We have gone around the 
United Nations for that purpose. Are 
we now going to say that regardless 
of the essential necessity for that policy 
for our security we will abandon it the 
minute the United Nations tells us to? 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KUNKEL. How are you going to 
make a silk purse out of a sow's ear? 
No matter how you amend this bill it 
still is the United States reinforcing the 
·Truman doctrine, which is the perma
nent global policy of interfering every- . 
where in the world. 

Mr. MATHEWS. I agree with the· 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. O'KONSK.I. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

!4r. MATHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. May I say to the 
gentleman from Michigan that he left 
out one very important sentence in the 
paragraph he read, that is, that we can
not save our faces by using the Russian 
policy of "I veto." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to make 
it very plain that the statement of the 
gentleman from Michigan has no appli
cation whatever to my amendment. It 
refers to the committee amendment, 
which will come up later. My amend
ment does not deal with the text which 
the gentleman from Michigan read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question Is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. JAVIl'S] to the com
mittee amendment. 

The question was ta,ken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr: JAVIl'S) there . 
were-ayes 6, noes 104. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man,::: offer an amendment to the com
mittee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr . SMITH of Wis

consin to the committee amendment: 
'On page 7, strike out all of the language 

after the figurE' "(2)" down to and includ
ing the semicolon and substitute the fol
lowing: 

"(a) As "' condition precedent to· the ren
dering of any assistance pursuant to this act, 
the President is directed to refer the question 
of Communist aggression to the United Na
tions organizatior; 

"(b) If the President finds that the United 
Nations has failed to act within 60 days after 
the enactment hereo:l: he is directed to carry 
out the provisions of this b111." 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. I make the point of order that 
the amendment is out of order because 
there is no reference in this bill to Com
munist aggr -~ssion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Wisconsin £Mr. SwmJ de
sire to be heard on the point of order?· 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, it seems ridiculous to me, although 
I may be caught in a parliamentary sit
uation, that we have legislation based 
upon the request of the President of the 
United States, who says this aid to Greece 
and Turkey is necessary because of Com
munist aggression, and that my amend
ment which goes to that situation should 
be ruled out of order. My amendment 
goes to the point of asking that this 
matter, if there is such a thing as Com-

. munlst aggression afoot, be referred to 
the United Nations, the organization set 
up to accomplish the very thing that the 
President complains of. I will have to 
confess, so far as the wording of the bill 
is concerned, there is perhaps no refer
ence to it. I would like, however, to ask 
unanimous consent to strike out from 
my amendment under subsection (a) 
the words "Communist aggression" so 
that it would read . 

As a conliJition precedent to the rendering 
of any assistance pursuant to this act, the 
President is directed to refer the question 
to the United Nations organization. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair w111 put· 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. SMITH] to modify his amend
ment by striking ou~ the words "Com
munist aggression." 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. . 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Alabama care to withdraw the point 
of order? 

Mr. JARMAN. I gladly withdraw the 
point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of or-
der is withdrawn. · 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment be again reported, as modified. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will report the amendment as 
modified. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 

read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Wis

consin to the amendment: 
On page 7, strike out all of the language 

after the figure "2" down to and including 
the semicolon and substitute the following: 

"(a) As a condition precedent to the ren
dering of any assistance pursuant to this 
act, the President is directed to refer the 
question to the United Nations organization. 

"(b) If the President finds that the United 
Nations has failed to act within 60 days 
from the enactment hereof, he is directed to 
carry out the provisions of this bill." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks at this point . . 

The CHAIRMAN: Is there objection 
to .the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
THE TRUMAN DOCTRINE UNDRESSED 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, we have listened to hours of debate 
on this bill. 

We .do-not need more words. What we 
need is light. 

And I have it. Here is a fresh piece of 
evidence, the first new light on the ques
tion in many hours. 

It is a book called The Struggle for 
the World, by one of the intellectual 
stepfathers of the Truman doctrine. 

You must read it. It will curl your 
hair. This volume is a dead give-away. 
It tells us what the real Truman doctrine 
is, and where it will lead us. 

It is a veritabie Mein Kampf. 
When you have read it carefully, you 

wm be horrified about the picture it gives 
us of the Truman doctrine in its final 
and expected form, even though the Pres
ident may not realize it. 

It says that the United States is the 
most powerful Nation in the world, and 
should therefore plan to conquer the 
world. It says we have the atom bomb, 
and should therefore send it crashing on 
the cities of the world to assert our claim 
for world emplre and world domination. 

It says, and many of the Members of 
this House are familiar with the sound of 
these words, that we cannot escape war 
with Russia. 

Here are no pious phrases pandering 
to the humanitarian sentiments of the 
American public. No tears about aid for 
poor little Greece and Turkey. Here is 
the outline, in all its naked horrors. 

Now you may interrupt at this point 
that the book was not written by Harry 
Truman. But it was written by a New 
York professor, one of those intellectuals 
whom we have seen so much of since 
1933. 

The author of this book, James Burn
ham, it is true, is not a member of the 
President's official family. But he is 
hailed as one of the prophets of Tru
manism. 

On a recent evening he spoke over a 
network of 262 stations of the American 
Broadcasting Company In defense of this 
doctrine. His publishers, in paid adver
tisements in the New York Times, claim 
that this book has been most influential 
in establishing our foreign policy. 

Step by step the moves on the road to 
empire which he recommends in this 
book are being taken by the administra
tion. And even if he does not have a 
room in the White House, his public and 
radio sponsorship of the Greek-Turkish 
bill has never been disavowed by the ad
ministration for which, to all intents and 
purposes, he speaks. 

Now, let us get on with the analysis. 
Here is your new Truman doctrine. 
Here-is the poison at its source. 

The essence of Burnham's book is: The 
line is drawn. And you have your choice. 
You can help the · Russians build their 
empire. Or you can build an American 
Empire. Either way. There is no other 
out. And either way, it is war. Which 
side are you fighting on? 

What a fallacious pair of alternatives~ 
What a trumped-up choice. 
Secretary Marshall recently said that 

even though the situatidn is not encour;.. 
aging he still believes we can reach an 
agreement with Stalin, I do not know, 
but that is what Marshall said. 

But to get back to the evidence, Mr. 
Burnham says we must force England 
and the dominions into. our grasp. India 
will be kept in chains. Spain will. be 
freed from the forces now dominating its 
Government. China wil1 be propped up, 
balled out, and bottle-fed. 

And get this: "The strategic. plan must 
be, it would seem, to strike an immediate, 
paralyzing blow witi1 cttomic weapons at 
the Caucasian oil fields, Moscow, and a 
dozen or more of the chief Soviet and 
Soviet-controlled cities and industi'ial 
concentrations." That is on page 243 of 
this book. 

Think of that. The very blueprints 
for an aggressive war of the type we just 
paid 250.000 lives to curb. But this time. 
it is us. And this time, instead of the 
Wehrmacht, we have the atom bomb. 

May God have mercy on us! 
And here is more on page 177-four di

rect quotes: 
"1. It would have to be recognized that 

peace is not and cannot be the objective 
of foreign policy. 

"2. What tag ends still remain of the 
doctrine of 'the equality of nations' would 
have to be discarded. The United States 
would have to be prepared to make an 
open bid for world political leadership. 

"3. Similarly, the doctrine of 'nonin
tervention in the internal affairs of othet 
nations'-already little more than a 
verbal shell-would have to be discarded 
·altogether. 

"4. The United States would have to 
accept the need for world-wide propa
ganda as an arm of policy that cannot 
be dispensed with in the modern world." 

Gentlemen, tt is not just rhetoric, when 
I speak in shocked awe of the possibilities 
outlined in this book. 

It is rather an expression of fear at 
what is happening to us. Are we too be
ing corrupted by our power? Has God 
been too good to us? 

wm we abuse the trust and bountiful 
blessings He has given us, and turn our
selves into a warrior Nation? 

Does America want to become the 
dreaded scourge of the peoples of the 
world? 

Who is it that does not scan the sky 
now for our bombers? Or who is it that 
does not quail at the thoughts of our 
rockets? 

Gentlemen, the Truman doctrine evi
denced in the Greek-Turkish aid bill is 
an immoral proposition, advanced chiefly 
on the assumption that we can get away 
with it. 
· It is unworthy of us, and the high posi

tion which destiny has handed us. 
If we will, we can be friends and lead

ers of the world. If we would, then we 
must disown this Truman policy lock, 
stock, and barrel. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. DONDERO. Does the gentleman's 

amendment in substance turn this mat
ter over to the United Nations? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. . It does, and 
it remains in the hands of the United 
Nations for a period of 60 days. If there 
is no action by that organization the 
President is authorized. to proceed under 
this legislation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. In other words, it 

gives the United Nations an opportunity 
to act before we spend the money? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is 
right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And before we be
come so deeply involved? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Before we 
open the door. Absolutely. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Instead of going 
ahead with all of these plans and then 
giving the United Nations a chance to 
throw us out if it desires to do so? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is 
right. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. You say the United Na

tions should act. By that term, if the 
United Nations should start ·to do some
thing within the 60 days and they do not 
finally conclude their deliberations, they 
can continue and continue and continue, 
because it is not final action you are look
ing at. It is merely that they can start 
action. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. My answer 
to that is that we will assume those who 
have charge of such matters will not 
allow such a situation to ar'ise. They 
are prudent men. 

Mr. Chairman, r regret very much 
that this attitude of hurry and rush is 
evident. I know the Preakness race is 
on tomorrow but I am sure there is time 
tomorrow to get to that. 

There has been in my mind for a long 
time a question as to just what kind of 
an organization we have set up in the 
United Nations. I am sure that as you 
read your mail and you read the daily 
press you know that the mothers a.nd 
fathers of this country are concerned 
about whether or not we are going to 
bypass the United Nations, because when 
you vote down this amendment, or any 
amendment whereby yo1~ refuse to recog
nize the United Nations, you might just 
as well build on John D. Rockefeller's 



4946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE M.A,Y 9 . , 

estate in New York a· mausoleum to the 
· memory of the United Nations. Nothing 
more nor less. I am amazed at those in 
this body today who have had something 
to do with bringing this baby into ex
istence and see them repudiate their pre
vious action. We see today only a lip 
servi-ce to the United Nations. 

I think it is begging the question when 
you say it is foolish to take this matter 
to the United Nations because it cannot 
act. Sixty days is not a long time. It 
is true that the President on March 12 
said that there was a terrific crisis exist
ing, but nothing mucl: has happened, has 
there? So, I say it seems to me that we 
can well afford to stop, look, and listen 
at this point and give the United Nations 
a vote of confidence, because if you do 
not, tonight over the radio and the tele
graph will go to all parts of the world 
the statement that the United States has 

· backed out of .the United Nations. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, may we 
have some decision on the time to be con
sumed on this amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey for a unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

_Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I shall have 
to object unless the chairman of the 
committee revises his request. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my request until we can get a little 
clearer picture of the situation. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I 'yield 
to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York yields back the balance 
of his time. 

The gentleman from Mississippi is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I did not 
yield back the balance of. my time; I gave 
the privilege of using my time to the 
gentleman from Mississippi, because if I 
yield back the balance of my time I would 
not have any left for myself. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, as one 
who has long advocated an abandon
ment of the policy of appeasing Russia, 
and who has given much serious deliber
ation and studY to this question of stop
ping that aggressor by providing assist
ance to Greece and Turkey in their effort 
to combat communism, I must. cast my 
vote for this bill. 

The issue confronting the Congress 
and the country is, in my judgment, most 
momentous and far reaching in its im-

plications. There have been few, if any, 
of more transcending importance before 
the people of the United States since the 
unfortunate fratricidal strife known as 
the Civil War. And yet it is a very sim
ple issue, for there are few intelligent 
people in the world today who would still 
attempt to deny that the Soviet Russian 
Government, under the domination of. 
Generalissimo Stalin and his little band 
of advisers, constituting the Politburo, 
is a totalitarian and despotic government, 
bent upon territorial and idealistic world 
expansion. Moreover, it must be appar
ent to students of current world affairs 
that the little, but strategic countries of 
Greece and Turkey are the immediate 
objective of that policy. The immediate 
question, therefore, is whether these small 
countries shall be added to the list of 
such countries as Rumania, Yugoslavia, 
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia, 
who have t>een t'aken within the commu
nistic orbit over their impotent protest. 

In the fall of 1945, as chairman of 
the Postwar Economic Policy Committee 
of the House of Representatives in the 
Seventy-eighth and Seventy-ninth Con
gresses, it was my privilege, together with 
a half dozen of my 17 colleagues com
prising that committee, to make a 
2-month; on-the-spot study of the eco
nomic and political conditions in . 13 
European countries. We then inter
viewed the rulers and the outstanding 
national figures in all of those countries, 
including Generalissimo Stalin himself. 
It was the firm and unanimous convic
tion of our committee, after a completion 
of that study, that there is no substan
tial difference in either the Russian sys~ 
tern, as it exists today under Stalin, and 
the German system, as it existed imme
diately prior to World War.II under Hit
ler. The- individual had about as much 
freedom under one as he has under the 
other. 

The Allies, under the then leadership 
of Great Britain, had a glorious oppor
tunity to, stop Hitler, when in wanton 
disregard of existing treaties by a process 
of infiltration and intrigue, he violated 
the sacred rights of other countries, but 
instead, the democracies under that lead
ership tried the policy of appeasement. 
And under the Chamberlain umbrella 
policy, Hitler then began his mad march, 
subjugating and enveloping country after 
country. 

ljistory has a way of repeating itself. 
Today in a world situation not dissimilar 

~ to that, President Truman, with the able 
counsel and backing of that great soldier 
and statesman, Gen. George C. Marshall, 
our Secretary of State, together with the 
advice and assistance of such able states
men and real Americans as VANDENBERG, 
of Michigan; CoNNALLY, of Texas; and 
EAToN, of ~ew Jersey, has embarked upon 
a firm policy of cessation of appeasement; 
stopping the aggressor; and preventing 
the further spread of communism. The 
first step in this program is this $400,-
000,000 loan to Greece and Turkey. 

Since I am sure that we are all agreed 
that something must be done to stop 
the aggressor lest we have a repetition 
of that gory strife known as World War 
II, what alternative is advanced? What 
do the opponents. of the President's plan 
have to o:ffer? Do they propose to con-

tinue the policy of Russian appeasement 
so strenuously advocated by Mr. Henry 
Wallace? Or, in the alternative, do they 
propose that we should -sit. idly by and 
permit the Russian policy of wagi'ng a 
war of nerves, of obstruction and infil
tration, until it- is too late? 

The only alternative· so far advanced 
has been that this whole matter should 
be referred· to the United Nations. Can 
anyone seriously contend that such a 
policy could be ·effective? Is it not per
fectly apparent to all that Russia would 
exercise her right of veto and the Greek• 
Turkish assistance would be hopelessly 
shelved even as every other serious pro
posal made by the United States, Great 
Britain, or France has been obstructed 
and barred from realization? To advo
cate the referring of this matter to the 
United Nations is simply equivalent to 
saying that one is against the necessary 
assistance to these two small countries 
to prevent their being taken into the 
Russian sphere. 

The civilized world today, as a result of 
the recent global strife, is in a state of 
moral, economi~. and political unrest. 
The Soviet Government of Russia is cap
italizing on that situation. Russia wants 
war no more than we want war. She is 
not prepared for war. Her rulers are 
taking advantage of the weakened con
dition of England and France and of our 
known and fervent desire for peace to 
expand and grab everything she can 
short of war. -

Mr. Chairman, no one dislikes the idea 
of adding to our already staggering na
tional debt by foreign loans more than 
I · do. As a matter of fact, for the past 
year and a half I have insisted that our 
own economy be given first considera
tion. Only last week in this House I 
voted against the $350,000,000 foreign
relief bill. But, like you and other rep
resentatives of the people here today, I 
am confronted with a duty to perform. 
We are all agreed that we cannot afford 
to retreat. We cannot have another 
Munich. The Commander in Chief, who 
speaks for our foreign policy, has told 
the world that this was the way to stop 
the dictator, Stalin, and the further 
spread of communism. If we turn him 
down here today, it will mean that Russia 
will take that as her license to continue 
her onward move, eve:1 as Hitler took the 
retreat at Munich as his license to pro
ceed. So, as much as I dislike the idea of 
this foreign loan, I feel in duty bound 
to vote for it. In other words, I feel that 
any other policy would bt;l unfair to the 
millions of our young veterans who 
risked their all to win the war. What is 
the risk of the loss of a few million dol
lars more invested in the objective of 
winning the peace when we spent count
less billions to win the war? What will 
we have gained by the expenditure of 
these billions of dollars of American re
sources and the loss of so many precious 
lives in that war if we nov' permit the 
setting up of another dictator in the 
place of the ohe we destroyed? 

Mr. Chairman, just a few months after 
the Battle of the Bulge, and while I was 
on the mission to which I earlier re
ferred, I visited an American cemetery 
in a clearing of a forest on the outskirts 
of Luxemburg. There I witnessed a 
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scene that has been intensely imprinted 
upon my mind. Hundreds of _German 
prisoners of war were being utilized to 
set in order a large cemetery in which 
were buried several thousand of our gal
lant Amedcan soldiers who sacrificed 
their lives ·in that battle to stop the last 
German drive. They were busily set
ting up thousands of tiny white crosses 
to mark the tast resting place of these 
heroic boys. As we approach the final 
argument on this legislation I feel that I 
must keep the fUth with them. I have 
no other alternat-ive. 

.The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I doubt if anyone in 
this House has worked harder thro-qgh 
the years for an effective world organiza
tion to establish and maintain peace than 
I have. Although from a stanchly Re
publican family, I cast the first vote of 
my life for the Democratic Party in 
1920-for Cox, and the only vote I ever 
cast for Franklin D. Roosevelt-:-because 
I thought the most important issue then 
was the League of Nations. 

After 19 years as a surgeon I gave up 
the security and deep satisfactions of my 
profession to enter public life because it 
did not make sense to spend one's life 
bringing children into the world, nurs
ing them through al1 sorts of difficult 
illnesses, bringing them to clean eager 
manhood, and then sending them out to 
be killed. Nothing we accomplish do
mestically can endure if we have a war 
every 25 years. 

I became convinced that the only way 
to keep the United States out of war is 
t-o make sure there is no war for her to 
get into; that the only major war we can 
keep out of in this shrunken world is the 
war that isn't. 

I could see no way to prevent world 
wars except by getting some sort of world 
organization which would be able to work 
out just and reasonably satisfactory set
tlements of disp·1tes between nations be
fore situations deteriorate to the place 
where men see no other way out than by 
going to war. It must be able to deal 
with wars as with fires, put them out 
before they get going in such a way that 
our own house is endangered and we 
cannot in self-defense stay out. 

All my adult life I have worked harder 
for such a world organization than for 
any other single cause. I think I can 
claim to be interested in the United 
Nations. 

When the United Nations Charter 
was adopted I was unhappy about some 
of its provisions, especially the veto, and 
said so. In a speech on a Nation-wide 
broadcast, reported in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for June 29, 1945, almost 2 years 
ago, when the San Francisco conference 
had just ended, I urged that we enter the
organization because it seemed to me 
"Our choice is not between this and 
something better, but between this and 

. nothing, which is worse." I further said: 
Whlle I do not believe the Charter is as bad 

as some people would have you think, I also 
do not believe it is as ·good as some others 
portray it to be in their concern to make 

sure our country wlll participate this time. 
I deplore that over-enthusiasm, because it 
will almost certainly lead to over-disillu
sionment, producing three isolationists 
where only one grew before. 

I warned repeatedly against over
selling the United Nations in its present 
form. · 

I think the confusion and dismay we 
are in today is largely the result of that 
over-selling. The American people be
lieved all they were told by. the propa
gandists and naturally came to think 
that the United Nations in its present 
form was set up to handle situations like 
the internal disorders in Greece and so 
they come and" say, "Turn it over to the 
United Nations. Let it do its stuff." 

They do not realize the tragic fact that 
the UN is not set up to deal with this kind 
of an internal situation. It was author
ized to deal with troubles between na
tions, but not to deal with troubles within 
a nation. In fact it is specifically for
bidden in its own Charter to deal with a 
situation such as exists in Greece. Arti
cle II, paragraph ·7, says: 

Nothing contained in the present Charter 
shall authorize the United Nations to inter
vene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state or 

.shall require the members to submit ·such 
matters to settlement under the present 
Charter • • •. 

It was set up to deal with old-fash
ioned military aggression from outside a 
nation. Many indulged in the wishful 
thinking that after we disposed of Hitler 
and Japan, there would be no more ag
gressors. And then its first big test 
comes on aggression by one of its own 
Big Five, working by infiltration from 
within another member nation. The 
organization was not set up to deal with 
such aggression from within. To ask the 
United Nations to take over the problem 
of restoring internal order and peace in 
Greece so reconstruction can begin there 
is to ask it to violate its own Charter. 

Secondly, everyone knows it does not 
have as yet the tools with which to do 
the job, the money, or the men. 

Thirdly, action by it against the Com
munist insurrectionists in Greece would 
be blocked by the Russian veto even if 
the organization had the authority in its 
Charter, and the tools. 

What happens to a bird which is pulled 
out of the nest and called upon to fly 
before it has feathers? And especially 
if one wing is tied down, as the UN is 
by the Russian veto. 

I regretted the veto arrangement be
cause it was a monkey wrench carefully 
placed in the UN machinery in. such a 
way that it could block the turning of a 
single wheel, beyond discussion, if one 
of the Big Five so desired. 

I said in June 1945: 
This Charter with all its inadequacies does 

provide machinery by which I think the 
nations can settle peaceably the conflicts 
that exist now and iihose that will inevi~ably 
arise. It is workable if there is the will and 
good will to make it work. 

Mr. Chairman, the record proves that 
all the major nations, save one, do have 
the will and good will to make it work, 
but that the one nation does not. 

President Truman at San Francisco 
rightly said the Charter was only a first 

step. But Russia has insisted on block
ing the necessary next steps. Let us not 
have our people fooled any longer. Let 
us frankly recognize that as long as one 
Big Five nation does not have the will 
or even the willingness to- let the ma
chinery work, then the machinery' no 
matter · how good it looks, is useless for 
such a crisis as we face today-until the 
mo!lkey wrench is removed. 

We all remember vividly the last time 
that the former President of the United 
States, President Roosevelt, spoke from 
this floor. He was just back fro;.n 
Yalta. He told us. frankly he did not 
like some of the compromises he had 
agreed to. But he said they seemed nec
essary in order to achieve two most im
portant objectives. One was the assur-

. ance that Poland would have the chance 
to become "strong, independent, and 
prosperous"; the other was that Russia 
would come along into the United Na
tions. He apparently assumed that if she 
came in she would come in for thP. same 
reasons we did-to help · solve world 
problems. History proves how tragically 
he was betrayed or out-traded on both 
counts. 

Perhaps you remember the magazine 
articles written about the Teheran Con
ference · by Ernest Lindley and Forest 
Davis, with President . Roosevelt's bless
ing. They described his so-called 
grand design-getting Russia into the 
United Nations. Yielding to her on mat
ters of principle, pledges, and territory
for example, Poland's-was considered 
justifiable as a -temporary expedient, if 
it succeeded in getting Russia to join up. 
Well, she joined up, but not to help de
velop a workable organization-rather to 
make sure that it did not work. That, 
in my judgment, is the climactic tragedy 
of President Roosevelt's life-the tragedy 
of Europe's life, the tragedy of the 
world's hope that it would get a Uuited 
Nations that could deal with situations 
like that within Greece. It ought to 
have been able to, but the plain fact is 
that it is not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman. from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for five addi
tional xpinutes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, and I do not 
intend to object, but I serve notice on the 
House now I will object from here on 
unless time is extended so that we will 
have a chance to debate. That means 
all requests. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. M:·. Chairman, 
futher reserving the right to object, I am 
wondering whether, as soon as the gen
tleman concludes, a motion will be made 
to limit debate. If so, then I think some 
of the rest of us ought to be given a little 
time, too. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very reluctantly forced to object to yield
ing additional time even to a member of 
my committee. 

Mr. JUDD. If you want the United 
Nations to succeed, as I do, then do not 
pass the pending amendment and tor
pedo it by asking it, in violation of its 
own Charter, to take full responsibilitY. 



"4948 . CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 9 

for something it simply cannot · accom
plish in its present form. Rather, let us 
do soberly and· well the job before us 
while helping develop and strengthen 
the United Nations until, please God, it 
can be improved so as to make it capable 
of enacting, interpreting, and· enforcing 
world law for relations between nations. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to· strike out the last three words. 

Mr. Ch ... irman, I listened with a great 
deal of interest to the ·statement made 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
JunnJ. Evidently it ·is his desire that we 
rush in, as a Nation, where angels fear 
to tread. 

I would be .impressed with the argu
ment the gentleman has made about the 
United Nations being weak, and unable 
to do anything in support of the very 
pW'poses for which that organization 
was created, to wit, to preserve the peace 
of the world and to protect the terri
torial and political integrity of · the 
smaller nations of the. world, were it·-not 
for the fact that just a little. over 8,. year 
ago in a very similar- situation, when 
Russia actually had troops within Iran, 
one of the countries you will be sending · 
money to within the next 6 months-re-

. member my prediction. The Iranian 
Government appealed to the United Na
tions and that organiZation so ·marshalled 
the forces of world opinion that Russia 
was compelled to withdraw her troops. 

I say again, how much better it would 
be if we keep the pledges, if we would live 
up to the solemri covenants we made at 
San Francisco and move to meet this 
Greek-Turkish problem as a member of 
the United N-ations. I know and you 
know that w~ would pay most of the cost 
and furnish most of the men, we ·would 
give the great part of the support to the 
United Nations for its efforts tc- preserve 
peace, but we would at least be operating 
under the cloak and authority of the 
United Nations, and would show, by our 
action, that we actually believe in the 
th~gs we-hr..ve preached-sincere coop
eration· with the other nations of the 
world. 

Yes; I have hectrd a great deal of talk 
on this .fioor in the last few days about 
isolationists and internationalists. I will 
tell you who are the isolationi$tS in this 
House today. They are those men and 
women who are, by their support of this 
legislation, about to destroy the United 
Nations. Oh, you talk about cover
ing up. Remember that you are going to 
destroy the United Nations and its use
fulness when you bypass it, and that is 
exactly what you are doing by this bill. 

I was a nationalist, if you waiit to call 
me that. I believe that we should have 
made an honest try to stay out of the 
last war. I did everything within my 
power to keep America at honorable 
peace with the rest of the world. Then, 
after the war was over I was sold the 
idea. by some of these men who talked 
about peace measures prior to the last 
war, that we had to cooperate on an in
ternational basis, and that we had to 
support the United Nations. To my as
tonishment, when this legislation is pre
sented to the House these very same gen
tlemen are running right out on the very 
same promise and pledge they· were able 
to get me to make, and in support of 

which I cast my · vote for the Fulbright 
resolution, and for every bit of en
abling legislation to make the United 
Nations work. 

I think history will tell us who are ,the 
jnternationalists, who are the ones who 
want to cooperate with the rest of the 
world against aggression and to preserve 
the peace,. and who are actually now the 
isolationists. These isolationists are now 
saying to all civilization, "We will not 
cooperate with the United Nations. We 
will not cooperate with the .other nations 
of the world. Instead, we are demanding 
that America go it alone. We do not 
want the help of any other nation." 

Undoubtedly those who are now the 
isolationists have the votes to pass this 
bill, but remember, by the passage of this 
enactment you are driving a dagger into 
the very heart of the United Nations. 
You are destroying the very organization 
which has been, and is, the one great 
hope of the world for peace. 

Mr .. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in order that the Com
-mittee tnay not be misled, I cannot re
frain from calling attention to the fact 
that there are no Russian troops eitheJ; 
in Greece or in Turkey, as was the case 
in Iran. I cannot refrain either from ex
pressing greater confidence "in the mem
bership of this body that that evidently 
entertained by the gentleman from Ohio 
who just spoke. If I understood him cor
rectly, he said that the isolationists are 

·those who wish to destroy the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot refrain from 
·challenging the state~ent that there is 
any Member of this body who wishes to 
destroy the United Nations. I simply do 
not believe that. My co"nfidence in them 
is such that I cannot bring myself to 
agree with that. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chaiiman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. -JARMAN. I gladly yield to the 
.gentleman. 

Mr. LODGE. Is it not true that if we 
give the United Nations something that 
it cannot do we will probably destroy the 
United Nations? 

Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman is not 
only eminently correct but that is prob
ably the best, the surest, and most posi
tive way to destroy it. 

Mr. COX. Mr Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield to me for an observation? 

Mr. JARMAN. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. In spite of the statement 
made by my distinguished friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio, it is impossible for 
me to believe that he favors our imposing 
a limitation upon our right to exercise 
the law of self-defense when the safety 
of the Nation is imperiled to· make it con
tingent upon the consent of some inter
national pov.er. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

·Mr. RICH. Why·is it that we are here 
-now trying · to· take · the ~ 1nitiative as a 

· ·nation individually, ·single:..handed. and 
alone, without going out to these coun
tries that you have tried to band togeth
er, such as the Par American Union, for 
-example; or some 'other foreign nation, 
and ask their aid and assistance to join 
with us now to do the job you are trying 
to do. No; we want to de it alone; we 
want America to go over there and take 
charge of Europe. I say when you do that 
you will wreck our country. 

Mr. JARMAN. May I answer the. gen
tleman's question by inquiring whether 
he was in favor of the extension of 
· UNRRA the last time it was voted on? · 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. JUDD. Was not the essence of 
the Iranian situation this: The issue 
there was between two countries-Russia 
and Iran. The United Nations had juris
diction. It could operate, and it did. 

Now, we are dealing with a situation 
not between two countries, but within 
one country, Greece, which is a totally 
different situation. The United Nations 
does not have similar jurisdiction. 

Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman is cor
rect, and he will ·also recall that the 
·Russian troops were already in Iran. 

Mr. JUDD. Yes. May I say a further 
word? President Roosevelt put all our 
chips on the gamble that if he could 
get Russia to come along into the United 
Nations, she would join for the same rea
son we joined, namely to help solve world 
problems. Nowt it is tragically clear 
that she came in not to get solutions to 
problems but to block solutions. We 
face the hard realization that her pur
pose in joining was not to make the 
United Nations work but . to do every
thing possible to keep ·it from working. 
To ask it now, stymied as it is from with
in, to take over this problem would be 
to sound its death knell. 

Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman, who 
is one of the ablest Members of the 
House, is eminently correct. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. May I say 
to my distinguished friend that I fear 
the apologies for this action today will 
be heard for a long, long time. -

Mr. JARMAN. Does the gentleman 
mean his action? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. No; I mean 
the action of those who will bypass the 
United Nations by voting down this 
amendment. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma who has not 
had enough time to speak. 

Mr. MORRIS. I know it is a little .dis
tasteful for a new Member to speak, but 
I think we should speak what is in our 
hearts. 

Mr. JARMAN. I yielded to the gen
tleman to ask a question. 
· Mr. MORRIS. I am going to ask a 
question. You referred to the fact that 
I had spoken. I ::;poke from my heart 
and for my country, sir; tbe best I knew 
how. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The tim'e of the 

gentleman from. Alabama ha~ expired . . 
Mr. CARSON. Mr . . Chairman, the · 

House, in my opinion, is .considerlng the 
most important matter that will face 
the Eightieth Congress. This, I believe, 
is the most important decision that ever 
confronted me. 

The sudden and alarming deteriora-· 
tion of the affairs of the world at large 
and in Europe particularly ·requires us 
in the interest of national safety, and 
in the cause of world peace, to review 
the entire. international situation in or
der to clarify our position and deter
mine the best- use we can make . of our 
great, but not unlimited, resources. 
. We must assume our responsibilities 

which this deterioration has for.ced upon 
us. We must carefully defin~ those 're:.. 
sponsibilities and decide for' what pur- . 
pose they . are being undertaken. We . 
must determine where :we can. do the 
most good and how we can protect. !lnd 
enhance those principles · for which we · 
recently fought. _ Gpd grant us sustain~d · 
determinatioQ and guiqance to use . our 
talents well. May our actions help solve 
the gre'atest objective of mankind..:.... . 
peace-not by force but with , freedom, 
remembering always that the 'more vir- . 
tue we have the fewer treaties we shall -
n~d · 
, The - Pi·esident has . definitely c·om- . 

mitted our Nation to all-out diplomatic 
action. In other words, the honor and 
prestige of our ~ation i_s . at stake. It . 
wi11 take all our wisdom and -skill . to 
fill this new role, into .which w.e are vir
tually being forced, in , t}1e great ~mer--
lean tradition. · · 
. The formation of a 'sound and effici~nt . 

military policy which will provide effec:.. 
tive support of our foreign policy' and at . 
the same time promote efficient and 'rea- · 
sonable economy ·is indeed a . difficult 
task. -

In the debate this week we heard· cries" 
of imperialism. I am proud of the record . 
of our great country. We have never _ 
been the aggressor but have always peen 
the protector. A year and a half ago we 
had incomparably .. the greatest military · 
machine that the world had ever seen- · 
in the air, on the land, on the sea, and 
under the sea. If we had a single ounce 
of imperialism in our souls, a sin_gle de- 
sign on Russia, we could have imposed 
our will on her, or on· anyone else, for 
that matter. What we did with our great · 
military forces is a matter of history. 

Then we hear again that we .could af
ford to disarm because we have the 
atomic bomb. Let us look again at our 
record. We told Russia that we would 
give her all the atomic secrets, condi
tioned only that any use she made of 
atomic energy must be under the control 
and full inspection of a real Interna
tional Commission. This, to my mind, 
was the most outstanding, the most far
reaching proposal any strong, sovereign, 
victorious natioP ever made in all history. 

Russia can have the atomic bomb un
der exactly the same conditions as we 
ourselves have it. We have done every
thing we could, and perhaps more than 
we should, to try to show our friendship 
and good will toward Russia. To our 
great disappointment, our relations have 
grown steadily worse. · · 

This is not a contest for supremacy, _ will fall upon _Italy, ·Switzerland, ancJ· 
but a contest between two different .ide- _ France. _ .What . the~ can we expect _ to . 
ologies. The eyes of the entire world· are . h?.ppen to. honest little Finlan~'s neigh- _ 
upon Us. We .are not only determining bors, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Hoi
whether the people of the world shall land, and.Belgium, not to speak of Great 
have a chance to go the way of freedom _ Britain. It_ seems to me there is b_ut one 
but are determining whether we our- answer and that leads us to the question, 
selves are to be a safe, solvent,- and free . Can we afford to let this JJ,appen? My 
people. answer is "No," not even if it costs us bil-

Millions and millions of men and lions of dollars to prevent it. 
women who love freedom will fight and . Yes; frankly, it may: be that interven- . 
die for it, if they have hope. We can tion in Greece and Turkey. will lead to 
give them that hope and can inspire war. Just as frankly, we do know that, 
them to hold fast to their ·religious be- - if we do not intervene and do not help 
liefs. . · the small nations of..Europe keep out of 

In supporting this measure I have re- the clutches of Russia, war is sure to . 
lied upon the protection of_ a divine . come, 5 years from now perhaps, 10 
providence thet our sacred honor and years, who knows when. . 
o,ur beliefs shall not pe_:t:i~h fr<?m. the . . I hopEI and pray that the passage of 
earth, ~and that we shall qe in~t_r~~ental this legislation; coupled with a hard- : 
in establishing unity ;lnd human freedom 'fisted nortappeasement . foreign policy, 
thrq11ghout the world. _ _ will prevent World War III. It is with 
: Mr. H. CARL ;ANJ?E.RSE!'l. _Mr. C!J.air.- _ that hope _ and pray ex that I am today 

man, I moye t_o stnke out ~~e la~t w9rd. .. voting, as are most of~ you, for .this bill. 
·The CHA,IRM:AN .. The gentlen:tan fro~ God alQne. knows wl}.ether we .are doing 

'r4innesota is re~ogniz~d f9r 5 minutes.. . rigpt or wrong. , 
Mr. H. CARL ANDER~EN. Mr. Chai~- _ Mrs: NORTON. Mr. Chairman, . I 

ll_l~~. for 4 days I have llst_ened ver~ car~- move to strike out the last seven words. 
fully to the debate UPOI?- the Presidet:t s _ Mr. Chairman, I -have listened to this 
:pr_oposal to e~pend $40~,000,000 and give debate for 3 days, and to say the least, it 
military. and naval advi~e to Greec~ and is a bit confusing and full of contrad'ic
Turkey m an effort .to preserve their in- . tions. Many is-sues have been .brought 
d~pendence of Russia: We are emba~k- into the-discussion that do not properly 
ing: upon. a new an~ dangerous foreign . belong and certairuy have no beating 
poh.~y of intervention in .behalf hof. w~ak, . on appropriating - $400,000,000 to aid 
na~I_ons and the _p~eservatwn oft eir bb- Greece and Turkey to survive ·as free 
ertles. · - d i d d t ti · Th ·t· · When -the -President first: came before · ~~ n _el?en _ en ?a. ons. e posllOn 
the joint se8siori of Congress on March I~ tak.e:t?- -.m the bil~ th~t we have --a r~-
12, ·and asked that Congress make _this sp~nsibihty to ~amtam pea?e .. and we 
most important decision· since the decla-.: believe t~at our o~n coun~ry Will su~er 
ration of war, . there came· to me the . whenever totalitarian J~gime~ are t?I
thought, "Just how far shall we go? posed. on free people. Wtth th1~ positiOn 
Shall we commit ourselves to the stu- I am m complete agree~ent. I m~end to 
pertdous task of stopping the e~pan- vote for the bill a?d agamst any cnpplit:g 
sion of communistic Russia throughout amendments. ·.First, becal!se ~he Presi
Europe?" dent of the Untted States m his message 
, Ev.ery day since then I . ~aye studied t? Congress made clear to me that this.. 

this problem from every possible angle. S:Id is necessary. to. impleme~t the post
Many' of us here: I know, have prayed t10n we have taken to establish freedom 
for knowledge to do what is right in this through?ut the world. :Second, becau~e . 
hour of decision. the President has been supported in his 

I personally have· been much-disturbed . request by the Secretary of State, by a 
sjnce -yE-day 2 years ago over _the domi- . former Presid.ent.of the ,United f?tates, by 
nation by Russia of a dozen small nations our top men m the. Umted Natw?s, and 
formerly tl)dependenf and now satellite by many.- commissiot:s-.and. individua-ls 
states of stalin. There seems to be very who have made an obJective study of the 
little hope that Finland and Poland will ~uesti?~· They are the people who are 
~gain be free or that _these dozen nations m positiOn to kno.w much more than .we 
will ever emerge from behind that lton . are, and I am satisfied that in followmg 
curtain of darkness, despair, and commu- . their considered judgment and reports I 
nism. where freedom of speech and of am on safe ground. And last, but by no 
worship ts not permitted. means least, if I needed to be persuaded, 

The debate here for 4 days has con-· I would find much comfort in the fact 
vinced me that the United Nations or- that most of the opposition to this bill is 
ganization is not able to aisure Greece - furnished by Members who before 1941 
and Turkey their continued freedom opposed every effort we attempted to 
from the ever grasping claws of the Rus- prepare for a war that everybody should 
sian Bear, intent upon aggression. I have _known was inevitable if ~e were to 
am also convinced that this debate has remam a free people. Not until we were 
proven that the United States is the only attacke.d by Japan did they realize t~at 
power capable of stopping Communist the Umted States was next on Mr. Hit
Russia in its creeping expansion ler's list of countries to be conquered. It 
throughout Europe. The conclusion has was a small group in the Congress during 
been forced upon me reluctantly, Mr. those frightening days that really had 
Chairman, that it is our duty, whether the courage to do the right thing. We 
we like to face it or not, to stop further succeeded then and we shall succeed 
encroachment by Russia upon weaker today because real Americans usually see 
nations. · straight, even though we may have many 

As has been stated here often, if Greece differences of opinion. Let us by our big 
and Turkey go communistic, it will be vote here today prove that America can 
but a matter of time before that-blight be depended upon when the choice is, as 
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between great strength and courage, to 
do· the right thing or appeasement which 
could easily lead to destruction. 

It took billions of dollars to win the 
war, much time and a tremendous 
amount of sorrow and suffering. We 
cannot change these facts. Let us be · 
realistic. 

It will take many more billion:; and 
probably much more sufferirlg before a 
just and lasting peace is secured; qut we 
cannot falter now, we mlli5t go on. With 
the help of God and an informed coura
geous people we shall reach the greater 
goal, and that goal is a just and lasting 
peace throughout the world~ 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma· amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in my replies to the few 
letters I have received both for and 
against this Greek-Turkey aid, loan or 
gift bill, I have answered by saying, "This 
is the sort of a decision which tries one's 
very soul," without c-ommitting myself 
one way or another, for the very good 
reason that up to until yesterday I had 
not fully made up my mind as to how I 
should vote on this bill with all its . far
reaching implications. 

I have now come to the very definite 
conclusion that if tJli.s bill, as now writ
ten, finally becomes law it will not give 
relief to the sufiering people for which 
it is intended, nor will it tend to frighten 
the Communists out of Greece and Tur
key, or any other country, but to the con
trary by sending military personnel to 
Greece and Turkey, .it will, in my stud
ied opinion, cause internal revolution 
there, which will really put us to the acid 
test of full military intervention, and 
possibly start World War Ill, or else be 
obliged to back out with our faces red, 
and be the laughing stock to the rest of 
the world, especially in the eyes of Stalin 
and the Communists both over there · 
and right here within our own shores. 

The administration in power has 
given aid and comfort to the Commu
nists both here and abroad for many 
years jus~ to garner their support and 
votes, and are still doing it, as is evi
denced by the fact that our Attorney 
General still gives only lip service to the 
law which requires him to rid from Gov
ernment employ any person belonging to 
any organiz~tion which advocates the 
destruction of the American form of gov
ernment by force and violence, as is the 
purpose of the Communists. And if we 

·are obliged to iJack out of Greece and 
Turkey, the Communists here will gloat 
and be even bolder and b·ecome more 
powerful. 

I say, we in America had best clean 
our own house of the destructive forces 
within our own shores before we attempt 
to force them out of other countries far 
across tht sea. And in my humble opin
ion we will fail miserably if we make 
this weak attempt to drive the Com
munists out of Greece and Turkey. 

In addition to the danger I. have . so 
far pointed out, I again want to remind 
you, my colleagues of this House of Rep
resentatives, that there is a limit to our 
ability to pay and pay and pay. And if 
we pass this bill in addition to all the 
other gifts, loans, and so forth, we will 
be called upon to make to the other 
countries now forming in line with their 

hands out to Uncle Sam, if this bill is 
made law, to say nothing about the 
thirty to forty billions of dollars re
quireq to pay the running expenses of 
our own Government, how in heaven's 
name can we avoid national bankruptcy 
when we look squarely at the whole pic
ture? Surely such a condition will soon 
confront u..c; unless we stop this spen<Ung 
spree now. 

In one of Lenin's last speeches, he 
said: 

We will force Americ~ to spend herself 
into bankruptcy, then we will take her 
over. 

Mr. Chairman, if we permit this spend
ing spree to go on much longer, then 
just as surely a.S we live, Lenin's predic
tion will come true. God forbid that we 
should be so stupid. What will the good 
people of the world profit, even if we 
do succeed in driving Communists ·out 
of Greece and Turkey, if at the same 
time we extinguish the only lamp of 
liberty in the world, America? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that is 
pending, offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SMITH], imposing, if 
adopted, a condition precedent to this 
bill going into operation, I hope, will be 
defeated, as has been other amendments. 
The adoption of this amendment would 
for all practical purposes defeat the bill 
that we have under consideration. It 
has been pointed out by myself, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD], and 
other Members, that this bill does not 
bypass the United Nations. I was 
amar:ed at the argument made by my 
distinguished friend the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN] to the effect that he 
now is an internationalist. The gentle
man pleads guilty now to being an inter
nationalist. But based upon the evi
dence that I know in relation to him, 
and insofar as I can arrive at a judg
mer£t on this .evidence and his confession, 
I think the confession of guilt is urider 
legislative duress, and because of that, 
if I were sitting as a judge, I would rule 
it out as inadmissible and find the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] not 
guilty of being an intematior.~.alist. 

Mr. Chairman, so ·far as I am con
cerned, there is only one question that 
concerns me on all legislation of this 
kind, as well as the legislation which 
preceded Pearl Harbor and during the 
war-that is, what course of action at 
a particular time is for the national 
interest of my own country? I recognize 
that Members may have honest disagree
ment on this question. So far as I am 
concerned, Greece will be taken over by 
the Communists of that country unless 
we take affirmative action, and, after 
being taken over, the Government of 
Greece, like other countries that we are 
aware of, will become a satellite of the 
Soviet Union. I am satisfied that if we 
sit idly by and do nothing in our own 
national interest Italy wm be the next 
country. We know that France is al
ready fighting with its back to the wall. 
I am satisfied that if Italy goes, Qr if 
France goes, the · Mediterranean goes 
with it. That will mean all of Europe. 

That also means that international com
munism· or Red fascism' will envelop all 
of Europe. 

Mr. Chairman, I ·take t:1e position that 
such will not be for the national interest 
of the United States. What are we going 
to do-sit idly by, adopt the negative 
attitude, and see country after country 
taken over by default? Russia does not 
have to act. Russia has it groups work
ing in every country. They are backed 
by the spirit and indirectly by the forces 
of Soviet Russia. They operate upon 
discontent, through fear, through any 
means-lawful or unlawful--or a com
bination of both-to attain their ends. 
They have their representatives and 
agents in each country to get control 
of the government of a country and then, 
once having. control, use repressive and 
vicious measures upon the decent ele
ments of such countries, and, if neces
sary, to liquidate them. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman i rom New York. 

Mr. BLOOM. What Russia is doing, 
as the gentleman said, cannot, accord
ing to the United Nations Charter, be 
brought to the attention of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. Russia 
says, "We are not doing it as a nation," 
and; theoretically, from a legalistic point 
of view, they are correct, but from the 
practical angle everyone on the floor of 
this House kriows what is going on. 

Let me ask this question: Suppose we 
do nothing, what do you think will hap
pen to Greece? Is it likely within the 
near future that they will be taken over . 
by the Communists within Greece, as· 
sisted by Yugoslavia, Albania, and back 
of it the Balkans that are now under the 
control of the Soviet Union, and the 
Soviet Union itself? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex· · 
pired. 

Mr. ·McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. If that happens, 

will that be in the national interest of 
the United States, is the next question? 
All right. Suppose Greece goes. Does 
any Member in this body think that Italy, 
already under pressure, and the only na· 
tion outside the iron curtain that is com. 
pelled to have a coalition government 
today, with Communist members in its 
cabinet, can survive? If Italy goes, will 
that be for the national interest of the 
United· States? 

Now, I respect the views of those who 
disagree with my reasoning, but that is 
the way my mind operates. If we do 
nothing, it is only a matter of time when 
Greece will ·go, and I say as an American 
that will not be for the national interest 
of my country. Then a month or 2 or 3 
months from now, pressure on Italy will 
become intensified, and if Italy goes, I 
s.aY as an American that this will not be 
for the national interest of my country, 
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and it is on that ground that I take my 
position. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that- it is in order 
to again quote Shakespeare who in one 
of his plays, one of his characters, the 
Xing, in speaking of the conditions of 
the Government in Denmark, observed 
that, "The people muddied, thick and 
unwholesome in their thoughts and 
whispers." 

· I think you can take the debate on this 
bill, and analyze it studiously and care
fully and come to the conclusion .that the 
American people are muddied in their 
thinking, and especially the Congress of 
the United States is muddied in its think
ing. We have the "four freedoms," the 
Atlantic Charter, the Declaration of the 
United Nations, the United Nations or
ganization, Bretton Woods, all of the side 
agreements which have been mentioned 
numerous times in this debate, the Brit
ish loan agreement, and the Interna
tional Trade Organization in which we 
set forth the aims and objectives · of the 
people of the United States in coopera
tion with other nations and with respect 
to international relations. We certain
ly put faith in the United Natfons or
ganization, and yet this very day we have 
from the Under Secretary· of State, Mr. 
Acheson, the five-point program to im
plement the so-called Truman doctrine, 
which, as set forth in this debate, shows 
that it cuts directly across the face of 
these other international agreements to 
which I have referred. And in Dean 
Acheson's statement he points out that, 
"We must take w~atever action is pos
sible immediately," irrespective of what 
the United Natlons organization may 
desire to do or what it has the power to 
do. 

I am familiar with the debate which 
occurred in the other body· with respect 
to subparagraph 2 on page 7 of this bill, 
and if the argument presented by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD] 
is accepted for argumentative purposes 
or otherwise, if the United Nations or
ganization is not in position to assume 
responsibility on this issue, then will 
some member of the committee in his 
own time tell us why on earth the lan
guage, lines 1 to 7 on page 7, is in this 
bill? Why do we propose to turn over 
the destiny of the United Nations as af
fected by the communistic doctrine· and 
philosophy and aggression and approach 
when we say in the language of this bill 
that the President is directed to with
draw any or all aid authorized herein if 
the Security Council or the General As
sembly finds that this aid is undesirable 
in these two countries? 

In that language you give the United 
Natior:s the power to ~top your program. 
That is exactly what you do. If the 
United Nations has no power to act, as 
stated under the Smith amendment, 
what is this language doing in the bill? 
Our people on this floor have a right to 
be confused witJ:l respect to_ t~s debate 

and this pr.esentation, and the people out 
through the country have a right to be 
confused. 

Here during the first 3 months of this 
year we exported on the. basis of an av
erage annuqJ performance nearly $15,-
000,000,000 worth of goods from this 
country. It outclasses anything we ever 
did in peacetime other than ·during the 
period we were shoving lend-lease goods 
out to the world. Yet one of the five 
points listed by Dean Acheson is: 

1. Vast increase in American exports to 
natrow the financial gap between-

Between what?-
what the world needs and what it can pay 
for. 

One of the five points is to shove the 
substance of this country out to the four 
corners of the -earth. It squares abso
lutely with Lenin's proposal to whittle 
us down. Whatever the American peo
ple want they may have, but I shall not 
support this bill because I do not believe 
it is what the people want. Their sec
ondary reaction to this proposal when its 
full force and effect falls upon them will 
be most interesting. · 

If the United Nations- is to have the 
say as to what we shall do, it should be 
said before we spend the $400,000,000 
and further involve ourselves. 
· Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, we have 

had a very illuminating discussion here. 
I should like to raise the question .now as 
to closing this debate. I wonder how 
many there are who want to speak. I 
had the very unpleasant duty of object
ing whell a very eminent and able mem
ber of my committee wanted to add to his 
5 minutes, because I wanted everybody 
to have a fair show. I should like to say 
about ·three sentences myself on this 
subject before we get through. How 
many now want to further illuminate us 
on this section? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair counts 
14 Members on their feet. Does the gen
tleman care to submit a una_nimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. EATON. I will take my seat with 
an earnest plea for mercy. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Why does not the 
gentleman try to get an agreement as to 
a time to close all debate on the bill, say 
a quarter past 5, and let those who are 
standing be recognized in that time. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairmar.~., I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 35 minutes. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. I object, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, t move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment supported by the gentle
man from Wisconsin and would like to 
reason with the Committee briefly about 
some of the fundamental decisionS we 
are about to make on the finai roll call 
vote. 

Like the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. McCoRMACK] I feel the time 
has come to focus our attention not only 

on what we propose to do in this legis
lation but on the conditions which would 
prevail throughout the world should we 
fail to act favorably on this legislation 
at this time. We dare not overlook the 
fearful alternatives which we now con
front. 

Ever since the war America has been 
suffering from the lack of a consistent 
and comprehensive foreign policy and 
program. Perhaps that was an inevita
ble consequence growing out of the great 
conflict, but more probably it is the 
direct result of the Roosevelt era of ap
peasing communism. · But in all events 
we find ourselves, on the one hand, 
spending billions of dollars and main
taining vast armies abroad for the pur
pose of averting war, for the purpose ... 
of stopping the forces of dictatorship 
from arising in Europe. For the past 
2 'years, at the same time that we have . 
been doing that, we have been appeasing 
abysmally another great dictatorial 
force-the Communist forces of Mo.scow. 

Since March 12, for the first time we 
are beginning to fashion a consistent 
foreign policy, comprehensive and clear
cut and understandable, whereby while 
we do maintain armies abroad and spend · 
billions of dollars in Japan, Korea, Aus
tria, and , Germany to hold down the 
forces which we defeated_:_the forces of 
dictatorshiP-we also propose now to 
stop similar dictatorial forces from 
aggressfng further down toward the · 
Mediterranean into Greece and Turkey. 
We now at long last propose to prevent 
Stalin ·from doing that which we have 
prevented Hitler from achieving. So for 
the first time in many years we are act
ing consistently. 

I submit that those who oppose this 
legislation today should present some
thing as .consistent as the program of
fered by those of us who favor this legis
lation, even though we favor it reluc
tantly and as the least evii of the alarm
ing alternatives which have been forced 
upon us-all. 

We present a program from our com
mittee now based on consistency to re
sist these forces of evil wherever they 
raise their heads and to set up barriers 
against them. If you do not think · we 
should do that, if you talk in terms of 
economy or terms of isolationism or 
terms of anything else which require 
you now to oppose this legislation, to be 
consistent then you should submit leg
islation or proposals to the Congress and 
your countrymen asking us to withdraw 
our Army from Germany and Austria; 

· to withdraw our army of occupation from 
Japan and withdraw our army of occu
pation from Korea because why should 
we keep hundreds of thousands of men 
there and spend billions of dollars if 
we are going to permit the floodwaters 
of the Red torrent of Russian dictator
ship to sweep down through Greece and 
Turk~y. Iran and Iraq, Italy and Europe 
and then eventually down through South 
America to our own American shores? 

I think that we all have the responsi
bility of being consistent in this action. 
I submit this situation to you. Not one 
Member of Congress that I know of has 
arisen to protest against the fact that 
we have 5,000 American soldiers now in 
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Trieste for the specific and identical pur
pose that we are now proposing to ex
tend $400,000,000 of aid to Turkey and 
Greece. 

The only conceivable reason our money, 
men, and materials are in Trieste is to 
keep the Russian Communists out. 
There is no other reason. Nobody pro
tests that. But what good will it do to 
keep the Russian forces out of Trieste 
if we are going ·to hang the welcome 
sign up by defeating the proposal now 
before us and let them come into Italy 
and Turkey and Greece. 

You should be consistent in any posi
tion you now assume. !f you believe 
America should withdraw entirely to its 
shores, that we should pull back our 
armies of occupation. that we should to 
put up the white flag of surrender to the 
red flag of communism all over the world, 
well, at least a progtam of consistency 
can be built along that line. Personally, 
I cannot support such a complete sur
render of everything for which World 
War n was fought. However I cannot 
follow the line of reasoning of those 
who say it is within the realm of con
sistency to spend money and materials 
and send occupying armies of men in 
some of the countries of the world to 
stop the forces of aggression, and then 
refuse to give any aid whatsoever at a 
place where every military leader in 
America tells us the danger is greatest 
at the present time. So I urge you to 
defeat this amendment and to support 
the legislation. We owe it to our armies 
of occupatlon abroad either to back them 
up or bring them home. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT l , has e,xpired. 

Mr. O'KONSKL Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last 10 words. 

Following out the program of consist
ency that was so eminently described by 
the gentleman from South Dakota CMr. 
M·uNnTJ ·I would like to talk a little my
self about consistency. Picture the posi
tion in which we find ourselves through
out tne world today and before the peo
ple of America and the people the world 
over. Here we are, arguing over a $400,-
000,000 appropriation authorization to 
stop communism in Greece and Turkey. 
In other words, by this act we are vir
tuaily telling the Greeks and Turks what 
they shall do with their problem of Com
munism. While we as Members of Con
gress are arguing and trying to tell 
Greece and Turkey what they should do 
with communism, right in the very House . 
that we are debating that issue we have 
in the galleries from 100 to 200 Commu
nists, right in the United States of Amer
ica, listening to us. Last night they had 
a convention of 500 Communists in the 
city of Washington, talking on how they 
are going to take over Washington, D. C., 
when they have their first mayorallty 
election. Here we sanction and we ap
prove of the activities of the Commu
nists in our shores. Now we are going to 
spend $400,000,000 to tell the Greeks and 
Turks what to do with their Communists. 
We are going to ask them to outlaw the 
Communist Party: to imprison and dis
arm and to ·shoot every Communist that 
exists in Greece and in Turkey. We are 

going to ask them to do what, as Mem
bers of Congress, we do not have the 
courage to do right in the United States. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKJ. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. The C'ommunists 

oppose this bill and you oppose the bilL 
Now, you ar~ not a Communist. 

Mr. O'KONSKL No; and I am not a 
Sta.ssenite, either. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. You cannot both 
be right, can you? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I will say this to the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARCANTONIO] : He and 1 . have 
voted in opposite directions for the last 
hundred votes that have been cast. 
This is the first time we are together; 
but those who are accusing me of voting 
with b.im at this time have nothing to 
say about the 100 times that they voted 
with the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARc~romoJ in the past. I think the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MARCAN
TONIO] is right ()nee, for the first time 
out of a hundred, and I am going to 
follow him. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield. 
Mr. BENDER. And they do not make 

any point of the fact that you are voting 
along with HARRY BYRD? They make no 
point of that at all? They try to con
ceal that fact. -

Mr. O'KONSKI. Well, I vote my own 
vote. I do not care how anybody else 
votes. Anyway, we are going to tell the 
Greeks and the Turks how to treat the 
Communists when we have them run
ning free right here within our own 
country and doing absolutely nothing 
about it. What we do not have the cour
age to do we are going to ask the Greeks 
and the Turks to do. Is that con
sistency? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I know 

you are anti· ·Communist. The very 
thing you mention about this meeting in 
Washington last night has me bothered, 
as it has you. • 

The gentleman from WisconSin well 
knows that if this group that met here 
last night were doing here what they 
are domg in Greece, if they were armed 
guerrilla bandS trying to overthrow this 
Government. there could be but one 
result. The gentleman does not doubt 
for 1 minu.te what action this Congress 
would take. In other words, . we are 

·faced with just a little di.fferent situa
tion here in trying to handle this prob
lem in this country than is the Govern
ment in Greece. · The problem in Greece 
is that the guerrillas are actually trying 
by force of arms to overthrow the Gov
ernment. 

I say to the gentleman that If these 
hundred Communists in the gallery, 150 
or 300 who may have been here today, 
were actively engaged in trying to over,;. 
throw the Government, he knows what 
the answer would be. The · two situa
tions are not the same. · 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York, 
having mentioned his name. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I simply 
wanted to say that I Cllil overwhelmed 
by this attention. The gentleman says 
sometimes there are a hundred with me 
or a hundred against me; and at last 
the gentleman is with me. I do not 
know .what is going on any more. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. The gentleman from 
New York is right for the first time in 
a hundred votes and I am going along 
with him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wis~onsin has expired.• 

Mr. BARRETI'. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

At the outset let me state that I am 
ready to vote relief funds for the dis- · 
tressed people of Greece and for the 
unfortunate people of other Ian~. But, 
Mr. Chairman, that 1s not the question 
here involved. 

Without a question of a doubt, history 
will record that the proposal here today 
is the most significant event in our for
eign policy since the Declaration of Inde
pendence. It may exceed-it may well 
transcend-in importance our declara
tion of war tn 1917 and in 1941. In each 
of those wars we had allies. But here 
today we are out on our own. If we 
delv~ through the fog and mist of the 
uncertainies of today, it seems to me 
that we can find a yardstick that will 
dictate our proper course of action. 

The British Empire endeavored to 
maintain peace for over a century. To
day it stands exhausted at home. Seg
ments of that once great Empire are 
breaking away. It seems to me that be
fore we embark on a course of unilateral 
action, we should know just where we 
are going. If we go into Greece and into 

·Turkey today then, most certainly, we 
shall be obliged to go into Korea, into 
India and into ma~ other countries 
throughout the world. Russia will see 
to that. The decision in that regard 
will be Russia's and not our own. 

Let us see what .the world situation 
is. Only three countries are on a bal
anced budget-Canada and this country 
in the Western Hemisphere and · South 
Africa. Inflation is the most important 
single curse affecting the vast majority 
of nations. Of course we must alleviate 
human suifering, but we also owe a duty 
to this country to see that when we help 
an impoverished world we do not en
danger the financial security of the 
United States. The gentleman from 
Ohio spoke of the radical Inflat-ion in 
Greece, but I am fearful that the action 
here today will increase the possibility 
of radical inflation here in America. 
Therefore, it seems to me, Mr. Chair
man, that before we undertake this re
sponsibility we should endeavor to ob
tain the cooperation of all peace-loving 
peoples of the world not presently within 
Soviet domination. 

We can use the power and force of 
the United Nations to mobilize the people 
of the world against aggression and at 
the same time we can insist that they 
join us in a fight against inflation and 
by that action we can achieve a measure 
of financial stability . throughout the 
world. 

The United Nations already has a com
mission operating in c~eece. The ques-



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 4953 
tion of assistance to Greece and Turkey 
should come before the United Nations 
pursuant to the direct mandate of its 
charter. Some people contend the 
United Nations is not strong enough to 
assume this responsibility. But if that 
be true, let us take the steps to make 
it strong. If this issue is submitted to 
the United Nations, then we will force 
a showdown with Russia in that body. 
As for me, I believe that Russia will back 
down when confronted with the combined 
opposition of the people of the world 
outside the confines of its own and its 
satellite states. • 

The people of America want us to take 
such steps as will make the United Na
tions stronger and stronger and not to 
impair its standing in the world. I 
submit, Mr. Chairman, if the United 
Nations assumes jurisdiction of this 
question and resolves it in the proper 
way, then and then only will we be on the 
road to world peace. If this amendment 
is not adopted, I shall be constrained to 
vote against this resolution. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wyoming has expired. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the committee amend
ment and the Smith amendment to the 
committee amendment do now close. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. MARCAN
TONIO) there were---ayes 135, noes 21. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. SMITH] to the· 
committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. SMITH of 
Wisconsin) there were-ayes 65, noes 
137. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAi:RMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment~ 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page '1; after line 

14, insert: 
"SEc. 6. Assistance to any country under 

this act may, unless sooner terminated by 
the President, be terminated by <.oncurrent 
resolution by the two Houses of the Con
gress." 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I had to 
object to one of the members of the 
committee requesting additional time, 
and I hated terribly to do it. I object. 

Mr. KEEFE. I want to thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
to whom I have listened now for four 
solid days, with the other members of 
his committee. · 

Mr. Chairman, I perhaps will not be 
able to say in the 5 minutes what I would 
like to say, but I want to make my posi
tion perfectly clear on this bill. I do wish 
that the distinguished gentleman from 
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Massachusetts, who formerly was the 
majority leader, and the distinguished 
gentleman from New Yorl;: [Mr. BLOOM], 
and a lot of these people who are talking 
so glibly today, had been making the 
some kind of speeches 4:, 5, 6, and 7 years 
ago that they are making today. WhY, 
it was heresy to even use the word "com
munism" in the well of this House just 
a few years ago when the great appeaser 
was in the White House appeasing Com
munist r"ussia. ·Ne all know what 
brought about this position that faces us 
today. I predicted it in a speech which 
I was pleased to make on the :floor of 
this House on the 30th of January 1941. 
Let me quote therefrom: 

What are the war aims of the democra
cies in the present struggle? It 1s said by 
Lord Halifax that the British aims are to 
win the war and to crush Hitler. It is said 
by others that this is a war between con
flicting ideologies, totalitarianism on the one 
hand and human Uberty protected by demo
cratic institutions of government on the 

. other. 
If that is true, I ask you in all seriousness 

what difference is there between Hitler and 
Stalin? 

I asked that question in !'941. I asked 
you then, "Who would rule in the world 
in the event Hitler was crushed? Under 
what sovereignties will these people 
live?" And I got no answer. You said, 
"We are going to keep out of war; we are 
going -to live at peace." I voted as my 
conscience dictateci at that time for the 
thing that I thought would keep this 
country out of war. I '1ave no apologies 
to make. I was designated ~s an isola
tionist because I took the same course 
that prior to the . election of 1940 the 
President of the Unite<l Stp,tes took, and 
which both parties wrote in their plat
forms. But the advict which I gave at 
that time and· which .others gave, went 
unheeded. When we took the course 
that we did take, the foreign policy of 
this Nation then was determined. I sup
ported it with every vote from that time 
on. 

Now we are faced with another situa
tion, and we are not told what is going 
to eventuate. But what should be my 
position now? Can we turn back? No. 
The President has announced the foreign 
policy of the United States and has done 
so in these most critical times. What 
should I do as an American? With 
American troops scattered all over the 
world, in Germany, Italy, Austria, Japan, 
Korea, and other p}a.!es, and with the 
forces of Stalin facing us in every place, 
shall we withdraw? Shall we turn tail? 
My colleagues, it is too late. What is the 
alternative? The opposition have failed 
utterly to present any alternative except 
to refer the matter to the United Na
tions. This is a hopeless gesture at this 
time, with Russia holding the veto 
power. 

What can I do as an American? Must 
I only carp and criticize? We are in

. volved all over the world, whether we like 
it or whether we do not. 

Time will not permit the discussion of 
the things which I have considered pray
erfully at. home, alone, that impel me 
now to take the position that I must re
luctantly take. I can see no other course. 
The alternative is too terrible to con
template. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. KEEFE. Will the chairman give 
me some more time now? 

Mr. EATON. The chairman has no 
power to give time., but I will withdraw 
my objection, because I think this is a 
speech that really means something. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin be permitted to proceed 
for five additional minutes. · 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. BREHM. Must not the gentle
man from New Jersey ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw his former objec
tion? 

The CHAIRMAN. That matter is not 
before the Committee. What is before 
the Committee is the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia that the time 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin be ex
tended 5 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I very 

deeply appreciate the magnanimity of 
the chairman of the committee, who ob
jected to my request for five additional 
minutes until he found out that I was 
speaking in favor of his bill. I think the 
unfairness in the distribution and alloca
tion of time that has prevailed in the 
discussion of this bill is now perfectly 
clear and perfectly plain. However, that 
shall not change my vote on this bill, be
cause I must vote as a Member of Con
gress and as an American as I see· it in 
the interest of my country. To me it 
would be unthinkable now, in view of 
what has transpired in the Senate, and in 
the address of the President to this Con
gress, to send the word out to the world, 
"The people of the United States are not 
united, they are divided, and we have at 
last succeeded in dividing them," the 
v~ry thing that Mr. Stalin would like to 
see don~::. . 

Now, may I ask you to see this. They 
say that the Stalinites want to bankrupt 
this Nation. They say that the spend
ing of this money is a step in that direc
tion. Is it? I note that the Reds are 
all for killing this bill. The "pinks" are 
all against this bill. If they were going 
to bankrupt the Nation by that means, 
I should think they would all be for it. 
I may interject here that many splendid 

· Members of Congress intend to vote 
· against it. They are honest and cour

ageous and I do not challenge their at
titudes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. The gentleman has ar
rived at his decision on this very serious 
problem by almost exactly the same 
rather tortured mental processes that I 
went through as a member of the com
mittee in hearing the testimony and in 
arriving at the same conclusion. I won
der if the gentleman would agree with 
me on this, that we face the alternative 
that, if we vote this legislation down, 
this country and this world face the very 
definite probability that the Russians, 
chained as they are, and moving in fast 
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in periods of stress and unrest, will step and · ill-equipped, has absorbed about and that the action taken is in conjunc
into Greece and 'Turkey and we will be $44,000,000 worth of equipment, some of tion with that body. He said in part: 
confronted with . fait accompli'. it second-hand lend-lease. UNRRA's The situation. of ·Greece and TUrkey con-

Mr. KEEFE. May I say to the gentle- contributions, totaling · approximately fronts us with only two · alternatives. We 
man that in my opinion the Russians can $360,000,000, have been poured into can either grant aid to those· countries or we 
go into Greece and Turkey any time they Greece and we paid 73 percent of that can deny that ald. There is no possibility of 
want to. What is there to stop them 1 amount. Greece has also been extended putting the responsibility for extending the 
W d b th P "d t th h' d"t - $25 000 000 I d aid for Greece and Turkey as asked from the e were tol y e resi en at t IS a loan ere I o~ ' ' . un er- United States on some other nation or upon 
thing was of such vital importance that stand that Britain has spent $150,000,000 the United states. This becomes clear when 
we had to act by the 31st of March. I on the Greek Army and has canceled we consider the specific problems that con
could almost see the Russians going $160,00~,000 owed her for maintaining front Greece today. Greece bas charged be-.. 
down with their divisions from the Bal- 16,000 British troops there and for other fore the Security Council that. armed bands 
kan area into Greece at that time. purposes. All this has been done in the operate within her territory are partly sup-

Let me tell yo\,\ that they are over past for Greece and yet, like China, she plied, train-ed, and given refuge in Yugo
there just as they are here and just as seems to be economically worse off than slavia, Bulgaria, and Albania, and that these 

bands are moving back and forth ·across the · 
they are in Italy. They are there with when we started. borders. Greece has ·asked the United Na-· 
their ideas and ideals, and you cannot Since the President's message . on ttons for help .in dealing with this situation 
stop that by building· a wall of bullets or March 12, I have received many. letters and the security Council has appointed .a . 
guns, regardless of what anybody -says. • from constituents at home in which they . commission which Is at the present mome11t 

Let .me tell you of what I am. advised. express alarm . over the bypassing of the investigating the Greek charges on the spot. 
I am advised that Italy is all ready to go United Nations and claim that by this It is expected that this commission will be
communistic and all they-are waiting for action we reduce that great organization gin writing this report early in April and that 

to the role. of a· glori'fied debating so- report should be· ready shortly thereafter. 
is for us to hand them $500,000,000 or We hope and believe the United Nations ac-
$600,000,000 as a loan before they an- ciety. . Many were persons ·who only a tion in this matter will result in the cessa- . 
nounce it. I understand that France is short time ago had worked so enthusias- , . tion of disturbances along Greece's northern 

· all ready to go communistic, and all they tically for the adoption · of the United borders. Such a result would be a most vital 
are _waiting for is a $700,000·,ooo or Natinns -and· nad come 'to the conclusion · c~mtribu.tiQn to ·the -situation .in Gr.eece an.d 
$800,000,000 gift from us. · · that 1n it lay the hope, for future world . make :P015si9le t~e task· of stabilization_ and . 

· Le. t us not . be fooli'sh abou·t· thi·s si'tua- peace. · I am ·frank -to say that I , have . r~habi!it~tion. It .wou~c;t ~ot be a subst~tute . . · . for the assistance · which Greece has asked 
tion.· But, still, with ail 'tll~t kno_wledge, . gweiJ. the question of the. legaht~ of uni- · from the United states. More : is needed to · 
I am going to vote for this bill because I, · lateral . action by the . Umted States ve~y · deaL with ·internal disorder and economic · 
a·s orie' Member of Qongress, went out : serious -~onsideration . . My research led . brE}ak-dow.n: . .. , . :, . ,· . 
thr6tigbotit' this Nation and condemned · me to -the conclusion . that. by adoption.· ~The .secon~ p~oblem confronting the· Greek · 
the administratioq _because of 1ts ap-. of the United Nations' Charter, · all .. na- .. Gove:mment . is the · ne~d- for , supplies and. 
p.easenient of Russia. . I demanded that tions - recognized ' th~t the maintenance . funds · to ~J;I,able it.'to .¢op~ \yit~ i~s int~rnS;l. , 
it anriounce . a fbreigx) policy: The·'ad-_; of intern~tional .peace · and security .. was , dJl.Hculties, n.a~ely;: t:t;~:e,_ !:,ef?t~ra;tio~_ 9.~. ?~d~r : 
mi'nistra· ti'on has done so, ·a· n.·d· ·r· ho. pe·, to ~ the ·responsibility of' the United Nations .. i~ .~he c~mntry and ~~e av~r4ng _of economic . . . . collapse, · The United Nations Relief and 
God they carry it out. Let us send weird col~ectively • that no nation _sho.uld · act · Rehabilitation Administration and the .Brit
to Stalin that we do not intend to ap- umlaterall~; . tha_t the. Sec~rity Council ish . Government have been helping Greece · 
pease any longer. - had exclusive junsdiction With respect to with these particUla_r problems, and the 

Mr. FOOTE. Mr. Chairman, I move this matter and, ·as a matter of fact, is present .crisis ·has arisen because tt.ose two 
to strike out the last word. · actuaily exercising the same at the pres- supports must ·be ·withdrawn. 

ent time. To whom was Greece to turn? The Food 
. On March 12, 1947, President Truman . , It is stated by the President 1n his mes- . and. Agriculture organization of the United . 

appeared before a joint session of ·the . sage ·however that the· action contem- . Nations, wllich rece:p.tly sent a mission · to 
Senatt:: and House of Representatives and ' . ' . . ; Greece, recommended that the Greek Gov
delivered a message wherein he recoin- plated gives effect ~0 the p~mciple of the ernment request the Economic arrd Social · 
mended the legislation ·we ·are now con- Charter of the Umted Nations and does Council ot'the United Nations and the United 

• sidering, to wit: House : bill 2616. He not bypass it ~r violate any of its -pro- states and the United Kingdom to extend-aid 
concluded with these words: yisions. Senators VANDENBE.RG and CoN- . to it in securing funds foJ; the continuation 

NALLY, two statesmen who played a very of essential food and other imports to cover 
This· is a serious course upon ·-which we important ·role in the formation of the the period ·after UNRRA's withdrawal, un-

embark. . . United Nations also have gone on record til expanding _exports, internation~:tl devel?P-
I would not recommend it except that the to the sanie effect. · me:nt loans and exp~nding . productiOn 

alternative is much more serious: · ·· Th H bl W R A - t• should enable· Greece to balance its inter-
. e onora e arren · us In, national accounts. 

· The President realized that . by there- United States rep~esentative at the seat If oree('e had applied to the Un-ited Na-
quest he was advocating not merely as- of the United Nations in the Security tions or any of its related organizations, the 
sistance to the people of Greece so that Council itself, in his address to the dele- essential element of time would have been 
they might hav·e the necessities of life gation on March 28, 1947, in explaining lost and the end result would have been 
and be saved from starvation, but that he the· action requested, also stated that the th~ same. The funds would . have to come 
was also advocating relief of a military proposed program of assistance would in . primarily from the United States. The 
character and that we were . in ~eality fact be a most essential act in giving United Nations does not of itself posse~s 
bolstering with American arms. and per- . ~ t t. th. · · i .1 ·f th Ch t . f funds. The Economic and Social Council . . . · euec O e pnnc P es o e ar er o is an ·advisory body that . recommends eco-
sonnel the military strength of Gre.ece . the United Nations and that it .is directly · nomic, financial, and social action to mem- · 
and Turkey. . related to the act of the United States in ber states. The International Bank, whtch 

A member of the Foreign Affairs Com- creating a commission. of investigation . is just now completing its organization, is . 
mittee, which reported out· this legisla- in Greece. ·On May 8, Mr. Austin ad- set up · primarily to make self-liquidating 
tion for consideration ·by the House, .rec- dressed a letter to the chairman of the loans for long-term reconstruction purposes. 
ognized the military character of _the Foreign .Affairs Commi-ttee which was It h~s not yet made any loans whatsoever. 
same when he moved be~ore the Rules read in the House in which he reiter.ated The Economic Comm~sston tor Eu.rope is 
Committee to transfer the matter to the th t th' t• d t. b · th . sttll in its early orgamzation stage. . . . . a IS ~c IOn oes no ypas~ e It may· be that at some future time the 
Arm-ed Services Committee for its atten- United Nations; on the c~ntrary, it woul.d United Nations will be org~nized and 
tion. be a most .essential act m support of It equipped ~so as to render emergency aid to 

The majority of our people do not ob- and would advance the building of col- member states of the kind now needed 1n 
ject to the granting of relief, as such, lective security under the United Na- Greece and Turkey. But, as the President 
to the people of Greece. dnly the other tions. said, the United Nations and its related 
day we passed House Joint Resolution 153 . The Honorable Dean Acheson, Under organizations are not now in position to ex-
appropriating $200 000 000 for relief as- Secretary of State in his testimony be- tend help of the kind that is required. 
i h •1 'f · ' . . Even if some organ of the United Nations 

s stance to t e peop eo countnes devas- f~re the :Foreign ~airs Committee, ·also . ·should decide to recommend assistance to 
tated by war and Greece has been al- discounts the claim that the United Na- Greece and Turkey it would have eventually 
located $50,000,000 thereof. The Greek · tions is being bypa~sed and Jndicates-that to turn primarily 'to the united states for 
Army, described by the President as small it is not equipped to handle this matter, funds and supplies and technical assistanca. 
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It therefore seems to be· the opinion 

of those who should know, that the pres
ent proposed action is certainly not taken 
in opposition to the United Nations, but 
in cooperation with it, and our American 
representative so reported to the United 
Nations and apparently satisfied the 
members in this respect~ 

Whatever may be the situation from 
a technical, legal standpoint, the legis
lation p_roposed provides for the termi
nation of this program if the President is 
officially notified by the United Nations 
that the Security Council finds-with re
spect to which finding the United States 
waives the exercise of any veto-or that 
the General Assembly finds that the ac
tion taken or assistance furnished by the 
United Nations makes the continuation 
of such assistance unnecessary or unde
sirable. 

Are we justified in taking the course 
recommended, which, in the minds of 
many, may ·Iead us to the third world 
war? 

In determining this question, no one 
can overlook the opinion of Gen. George 
Marshall, Secretary of State, who is rec
ognized by all as one of the greatest mili
tary generals in history and. who has just 
returned from the Moscow Conference, 
and who, while debate on this vital issue 
was going on, sent to the-chairman of the 
Forefgn Affairs Committee a letter which 
was read ·and made a part of the record, 
in which he said, in part, as follows: 

My strong con'\Tiction that the immediate 
passage ·of this- bill is a matter of the great
est urgency was made even more ·positive by. 
the recent meeting at Moscow. • . • • I 
fully endorse the committee's conclusion 
that the bill pending before the House will 
enable the United States in this crisis to 
support the United Nations by pursuing a 
positive policy in behalf of Greece and Tur
key. I am convinced that it will be in our 
own interest and 1n the interest of world 
peace. I hope that the bill will be enacted 
as expeditiously as possible. 

It may well be that it is anybody's 
guess as to what will happen in the event 
this legislation is enacted. While I do 
not wish to be facetious concerning such 
a serious matter, we may be in the posi
tion of the Connecticut farmer who, 
when asked by a city traveler how to get 
to the next town, told ·him that he could 
take the road to the left, then turn right, 
and go on a few miles, and he would get 
there. Or he could turn right and then 
go left for a few miles and eventually 
arrive there also, but that whichever 
road he took he would probably wish he 
had taken the other. · 

In my opinion, the present Secretary of 
State is amply qualified to make an intel
ligent forecast as to what will be the fu
ture. If his opinion is wrong, it will be 
just too bad for all of us, but I have come 
to the conclusion that I could take no step 
to prevent our present Secretary of State 
from carrying out the program he has 
so earnestly recommended. I realize that 
this proposal would seem to be a depar
ture from our historic foreign policy, but 
after all this is a new wor)d and unlike 
years gone by. In this atomic age, man's 
frontier is not the Rhine, but his own 
doorstep. 

It must be conceded that the United 
Nations is not as strong as some people 
wish ''it were, or as some feel that lt 

actually is. · At its meetings, there seem 
to be continual controversy and bickering 
and failure to come to a meeting of the 
minds. This is not unexpected for it 
took many, many years for our own 
Federal Constitution to arrive to the 
point where it functioned efficiently and 
even now our Supreme Court has divided 
five to four more than once in its inter
pretation of the same. Certainly the 
money would have to come from the 
United States and not from the United 
Nations for according to the Secretary 
of State, Greece cannot qualify for a loan 
from the World Bank as it is not a good 
credit risk, nor from the Export-Import 
Bank, for the same reason. 

I believe it should be understood, how
ever, that by this action we are not com
mitting ourselves to embark in endeavor
ing to stamp out communism in all other 

· countries of the world. The Under Sec
retary of State, in his testimony before 
the committee, states that we are not, 
and that each request in the future will 
be considered on its merits . and that it 
cannot be construed that this Govern
ment would undertake such action in any 
other country identical, or e·ven closely 
simifar, to Greece and Turkey. We may 
have some difficulty, however, in carrying 
out this announced policy without em
barrassment to ourselves and a charge 
of discrimination made at a later date. 

One compelling reason why I will cast 
my vote for the .pending legislation is the 
fact that the program is an accomplished 
fact already in the minds of the people 
of the world. Failure to pass this bil.l at 
this time would be interpreted as an 
abandonment of free people everywhere 
to whatever fate may befall them. The 
President by his action and the Senate 
by its majority support have left us with 
little choice except to go forth. · It is 
a difficult but now, apparently, a neces
sary course that we pursue. Favorable 
action on this .legislation has been stated 
to be the lesser of two evils. It has been 
brought about and is the direct result of 
a policy heretofore pursued by our Chief 
Executive and . his predecessor toward 
Russia; the situation of necessity was 
some years in the making and is cer
tainly not a problem created by the 
Congress. . 

Let the world understand that we pur
sue no imperialistic program. We are 
not intermeddlers, but are granting as
sistance at the urgent request of the 
countries presently under consideration. 
We ask for nothing. We give and sacri
fice in. order that we may take steps 
which, in the minds of those who should 
know, will guarantee safety, security, and 
peace on American soil and, equally im
portant, make for a condition of peace 
elsewhere. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

"TIME LIMIT" 

The "time· limit" or "urgency theme," 
·is a fallacious .one. 

First. The British precipitated this so
called "urgency theme" by ·their abrupt 
ailT'ouncement of withdrawal from 
Greece of aid and troops oil March 31. 
Did our State Department have any ad
vance information on the date of prob
able British withdrawal? 

If they did have advance information, 
it should have been conveyed to Congress 
and the American people. 

If they did not have information or 
premonition as to this important decision 
of Great Britain, then I say they stand 
convicted of stupidity beyond justifica
tion: 

Second. The President on March 12 
gave hts message and stressed the 
emergency which would occur on March 
31. He asked for legislation to enable 
the United States to replace Britain in 
Greece at the time of her withdrawal. 

The legislation was not passed by 
March 31 nor by April 30, and yet no 
crisis has occurred. Russia has not 
marched across the border of Turkey, nor 
has Tito marched into Greece . . 

Starvation, guerrilla fighting-yes, 
Communist organization continues to 
exist as it has for the past 25 years in 
Greece. But no change of government 
has occurred and no attempt at outside 
aggression· or internal military coup has 
occurred. 

What has been more important in the 
intervening weeks, Turkey has not ap
pealed to the United Nations with a 
specific claim against an aggressor na
tion. The appeal of Greece is under UN 
consideration and we are obligated by the 
Charter to await the report of the Balkan 
Commission before interfering further. 
What is the hurry? Why _the rush act? 
Unless an aggressive action against 
Greece or Turkey is taken soon, the "ur
gency" theme is going to have a red face. 

The "time limit" rush act has peen 
overplayed. The United Nation's proce
dure could have been used and can still 
be used. 

Food and rehabilitation funds can con
tinue to be furnished on a bilateral or 
unilateral basis ·in harmony with the 
principles of the United Nations. · Such 
funds and foods can be administered as 
recommended· by the FAO Commission 
of the United Nations or by an interna
tional regional commission as provided 
for in the Charter. 

Let me assure you my friends, that if 
the will to use the United Nations was 
there, a way can easily be found. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Committee, I do not know whether I am 
going to 1lluminate the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs or anybody 
else here or whether I will receive illu
mination. But be that as it may, illu
mination is what is needed here. 

Now, the old red herring has certainly 
taken a terrible beating here for the last 
3 days. I am not ready to join with all 
of my friends here to give so much credit 
to the Communists. 

If I know a little bit about history, I 
do know that after the First World War 
the people of the world-not the Com
munists btit the people of the world-got 
rid of. the. Hohenzollern gang, got rid of 
the Hapsburg bunch, got rid of the czars 
of Russia, and they got rid of the Otto
man sultans. ·- After this World War the 
people of the woild-not the Communists 
but the people of the world-said "We 
have had enough of Madame Lupescu and 
King Carol and ·Prince Umberto and 
King Emanuel and King Peter and King 
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George and all the rest of that gang of 
royalists." Those are the people-of the 
world speaking, not the Communists. 
· Now, here is the Congress of the United 

States of America jumping into this fight 
against royalists and monarchs and going 
into this Balkan mess, to oppose the 
people. I do not know whether we are 
diving in head first or tail first, but I 
think we are going to get our tails burned. 
We are jumping into this Balkan mess 
to do what? When everybody is getting 
rid of kings and queens and princes and 
dukes and noblemen and landed aristoc
racy, we are going there to give these 
Royalists guns and bayonets and bullets. 
To do what? To kill Russians? No.· 
To kill whom? To kill Greeks and Mace
donians. That is what we are giving 
them these guns for, and you know it, 
and that is what they are going to do 
with them. They are going to kill their 
own people. Today, throughout the 
Balkans, there is no nation more hated 
and stinks worse than the British, be
·cause of their lousy policies. So we, the 
United States, will be hated . and we will 
smell just as badly in a short time. 

I asked the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] 4 days ago, at the begin
ning of this debate, this simple· question: · 
"Are Macedonians Greeks?" 

He said: "You know, my friend gets 
me into an ethnological discussion where 
I am not too well at home, and I would 
therefore find some difficulty , answering 
the question." 

He had a big chart here, standing here_ 
like a professor, showing us all about 
·that Balkan situation. He knew all 
about it. I asked a simple ques1l1on, 
"Are Macedonians Greeks?". and he 
could not answer -it. I think we ought 
to amend this bill to cease further con
sideration for 1 year, and hire a couple 
of professors to come here and give us 
some lessons in history and teach us 
something- about-the Balkans before we 
'jump into this mess. · Macedonians are 
not Greeks. They are Slavs. The Mace
donians were under Turkish rule for 500 
-years. The Turks tried to make Moham
medans and Turks out of them. They 
could not do it. After the Balkan wars 
that part of. Macedonia-- was awarded to 
Greece . . It had -not been Greece before 
that. Now, all of a sudden it has be
come Greece, since 1912, but are you 
sure that the Macedonians want to be 
Greeks? Can you make Greeks out of 
Macedonians? Then, what are you try
ing to do? You want to send these guns 
over there to these kings and queens 
and princes to kill these Macedonians. 
For what? Did they not fight with us in 
both World Wars? Did not those Mace
donians hate the Turks because of the 
persecution that they underwent? Did 
they not hate the Germans and the 
Italians, and did they not fight with us 
in both World Wars? And now what is 
the pay-off? The United States is going 
to give guns and bayonets to the kings of 
Greece to kill off Macedonians~ For 
what? 

The people cry for bread and we give 
them bullets. The people cry for free
dom and we give them bondage. 

For 2 years, the British with their 
armies, have tried· to ·stuff ·the Royalists 
down the tnroats of the people. They 

could not do it. Now we step into these 
discarded British Tory boots and we shall 
reap the hatred and animosity of a peo
ple who have always been our friends. 
I stand for relief and economic assist
ance to Greece. I oppose militarism 
anywhere. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SADOW
SKI] has expired. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I dis

like this bill. I dislike the necessity for 
it. But aid and assistance to the people 
of Greece in the matter of food, clothing, 
and shelter, and the means to provide 
these by way of farm machinery, manu
facturing plants, and reconstruction of 
railroads, are so imperative that the 
shortcomings of the bill must necessarily 
be overlooked. 

The provision in the bill for military 
equipment is to me quite contrary to our 
ideas of a peaceful world, but we must 
rely on the integrity and good judgment 
of the President in the handlibg of these 
funds. I am sure that the President of 
the United States would in no sense al
lot funds for military purposes unless 
they were of the most urgent arid im
pelling kind. I am sure of 'this; and, 
since he is charged with the direction 
of the foreign policy_of this country and 
has called the attention of the Congress 
to the dire need of the peopie of ·Greece 
and Turkey, to their poverty and lack 
of facilities for producing the goods 
which they need, the Congress cannot 
turn its back upon this request or refuse .. 
to uphold the· hand of the President. 
After all, there is too much poverty and 
suffering in this world for us to ignore 
the fact that we are the richest Nation 
and can provide these goods without the 
least,injury to ourselves. Late statistics 
prove this; and, if ·we are to promote iri 
the peoples of the world an interest and 
desire for our form of Government, par
ticularly on the humanitarian side, then 
we are obligated to aid in the rehabilita
tion of these impoverished people. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, there are 
four amendments pending. I therefore 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
close in 25 minutes, leaving 5 minutes 
for each of those amendments and 5 
minutes to close. I do that at the request 
of the majority leader. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk advises 
the· Chair that the amendments are at 
the conclusion of the b111. 

The question now is on the committee -
amendment creating a new section 6. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN.- The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 6. The President shall submit to the 

Congress quarterly reports of expenditures 
and activities under authority of this act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 7, line 18, strike out "6" .and ino. 
sert "7." 

The committee· amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 7, line 19, 

after the word "activities", insert "which 
shall include uses of funds by the recipient 
Governments." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent· to revise and ex
tend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
MY CONSCIENCE PREVENTS ME FROM VOTING FOR 

THIS BILL 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, it is 
claimed that this $400,000,000 appropria
tion is for the purpose of stopping com
munism all over the world. Naturally, 
all the great economic royalists and war 
profiteers, here and everywhere, with all 
the force and influence at their com-· 
mand, are advocating this dangerous 
course and are pushing us into it. 

Their attitude is no different from that 
of the financial leaders and industrialists 
and munitions makers of Germany who, 
under the pretense of fighting commu
nism, supported Hitler and the · Nazi 
cause and plunged the whole world into 
holocaust. -

BRITAIN UNLOADING BURDENS ON US 

If I believed for one moment that our 
country-my country-were in actual 
danger, or even that our legitimate inter
ests are threatened by Russia by this 
overpublicized and overbuilt fear of com
munism .sweeping the Western World, I 
should vote for this gift, and for addi
tional billions beside, even -~hough I can
not feel that Turkey is entitled to any 
consideration on her merits, l::l..ld believ
ing as I do that this bill merely enables 
the British to unlmid on us their burdens 
and responsibilities of empire. 

The inhum_ane cries of danger from 
Russia, danger from anywhere except 
the threat of a new fascism, from those 
who seem chiefly interested in strength
ening the undemocratic governments 
already existing or trying to reestablish 
themselves, sou~d feeble and badly in
spired to me. 

Outstanding military experts have 
testified that the destruction wrought by 
the Nazis in Russia is ::::o great that Rus
sia could not conceivably make war for 
at least 10 years, assuming that she 
desired to. 

CONCENTRATE ON FRIENDSHIP 

Rather than this constant preoccupa
tion with the danger from Russia, we 
should concentrate on tht> assurances 
given by Etalin both to General Marshall 
and to former Governor Stassen. Be
fore we rush to arms to destroy Russia 
while she is helpless, we should examine 
these professions of friendship and co
operation with friendly eyes, and look 
for the good instead of the bad-not for
getting security, but for the sake of se
curity. 

So far as we can learn, Russia has 
punctiliously observed csvenants agreed 
to during wartime- when neith_er Great 
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Britain nor the United States has been 
so careful. 

Remember that Russian troops began 
to march against Japan exactly 3 months 
after VE-day, in accordance with the 
Yalta agreement. According to news
paper reports, Russia ·has kept out of 
north China, although President Roose
velt's assurance to China that British 
warships would not enter Chinese ports 
was broken. Russian troops have left 
Iran; but British troops are still in 
Greece, and still in Palestine. 

Russia made no objection to our trus
teeship of the Pacific islands. She has 
yiefded repeatedly in the Danube Basin. 
Russia proposed disarmament immedi
ately after the end of the war. 

DOES NOT CONDONE RUSSIAN ERRORS 

Do not mistake me. I make no ex
cuses for those things which Russia has 
done, and done deliberately, to outrage 
the western- powers. I am not an ad
mirer of a police state. I do not condone 
press censorship. I do- not forgive ag
·gressive action against smaller countries. 

But none of the things we dislike about 
Russia can excuse the bullying attitude, 
the military aggressiveness, or the fan
tastic fear that have seized England and 
the United States. I repeat again and 
again and again, that the way to keep 
fascism and communism out of America 
is to make our own democracy work, and 
we cannot do that by suppression, by 
bribes, by concentration camps or bay
onets or atom bombs, nor by a third 
world war. It is clear to me from the 
arguments advanced that this ·bill is ac
tually to protect the British Empire's 
lifeline and to back up the Anglo-Ameri
can oil trusts who have got their fingers 
on the largest oil reserves left in one geo
graphical area. 

GREECE AND TURKEY NOT DEM<X-'RACIES 

When Under Secretary Acheson, who 
has. l}een the Acting Secretary of State 
during General Marshall's -absence in 
Moscow, says that Greece and , Turkey 
are democracies he is just· talking bunk. 

Neither of these countries is a de
mocracy in our sense of tP.e word; any 
more than Russia is. 

I am equally skeptical about . the sa
called Communists in northern Greece, 
or Aegean Macedonia, as it is called. 
There may be and probably are Com
munists among those guerrilla bands; 
there may be and probably are liberal 
democratic patriots who cannot· stomach 
the fascistic monarchy imposed by the 
British, nor the virtual occupation of 
Greece by the British, however disguised 
it may be. 

But the fact is that the majority of the 
guerrilla bands in Aegean Macedonia are 
freedom-loving Christian Slavs whose 
one burning desire is now, as it has been 
since the Ottoman Empire was first 
squeezed back from the Balkans, to be 
able to unite with their blood brothers in 
those parts of Macedonia which lie in 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Time after 
time we have announced our adherence 
to the principle of self-determination of 
small nations; why do we refuse to rec
Ognize the rights of the Macedonians? 

UN FORCE FOR PEACE 

I believe that the United Nations can 
be a powerful force for world peace and 

stability. I believed in the League of 
Nations in the same way. The United 
States insured failure of the League when 
the Republicans made it a political issue 
and kept the United States out of the 
League. I am fearful that favorable ac
tion on this bill will have the same effect 
on the United Nations, because we are 
bypassing the world organi.Zation which 
should do this job. 

Unfortunately, we have public men 
and certain newsp'apers and radio com
mentators constantly injecting poison 
into the minds of the people by distorting 
and obscuring the facts, and sometimes 
by sheer invention and prevarication. 
Many sincere', well-meaning men and 
women in America have had their minds 
so prejudiced by this unending stream of 
propaganda that they now believe the 
lies. 

Yes; these distortionists are emulating 
the tactics of Hitler, who said that no 
matter how big the lie, if it is repeated 
often enough it will be believed. 

Fourteen years ago, when Hitler came 
to power, Great Britain tacitly sanctioned 
Hitler's rearming by failing to prevent oc
cupation of the Ruhr and by making no 
effective protest against the growing 
militarism of the Nazi government. 
Likewise, Great Britain failed to support 
t~e other powers in the effort to check 
Japan and Italy and Spain. 

It was disclosed at that' time that in 
this country we had many Nazis and 
Japanese whose activities were question-
able. ' 

I succeeded then in obtaining passage 
of a resolution settii}g up a. committee to 
investigate subversive and treasonable 
activities, which, under the leadership of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCoRMACK] · brought many hidden ver
min to light. 

These activities did not cease, however, 
and I succeeded in bringing about pass
age of another resolution. Investigation 
was undertaken under the chairman
ship of Mr. Dies. When the committee 
became permanent first the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Woonl and now the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
THOMAS] occupied the chair. 
- That committee, with an efficient and 
hard-working investigative staff and all 
the money at its command that it needed, 
and with the active help and cooperation 
Of the gentleman frotn Mississippi, and 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
still has not succeeded in bringing about 
conviction of any Communist or alleged 
Communists of attempting to overthrow 
the Government by force, or of traitor
ous or seditious activities, though anum
ber of Nazi sympathizers have been con
victed on various counts, or are still 
awaiting trial, all of them through the 
investigative activities of executive 
agencies. 

STRUGGLE IS BETWEEN DEMOCRACY AND ISMS 

The reason is that we have but a 
handful of Americans parading as Com
munists, most of them without· any 
understanding of what they are saying, 
and none of them with any reason or 
justification for their beliefs. We have 
no room and no need in this country for 
communism or Communists. 

Once more I repeat: The struggle in 
America is not between communism and 

Nazi-fascism, but between American 
democratic ideals and every kind of 
foreign and authoritarian ism. 

We have in this country the best 
standard of living; the highest degree of 
personal freedom. the finest schools, and 
the greatest productive capacity of any 
nation. Our task is to make sure that 
we spread the benefits of those blessings 
as far as possible, in the interest of the 
masses and of the public welfare. 

I feel that the people promoting the 
current Red scare know this, and are de
liberately pumping up this exaggerated 
fear of communism in order to cloak their 
own efforts to destroy American democ
racy. 

Many of the gentlemen who spoke on 
this bill let the cat out of the bag when 
they said the purpose of those who ad
vocate this policy is to keep the Darda
nelles as they are, and to quarantine the 
Near East oil fields. 

The appea1 of huge profits with little 
pe_rsonal risk is universal, and our in
ternational cartelists are working 
smoothly to skim the cream for them
selves at the expense of the common peo
ple everywhere. 

AMERICAN PEOPLE WILL PAY BILL 

. It seems to me that the American peo
ple will pay the bill-certainlY in sweat 
and dollars, perhaps in lives and suffer
ing-and the British Empire will reap 
the profit, if any. Skillfully the British 
have maneuvered us into a position where 
they have made themselves appear to 
be the arbiters between the United States 
and Russia by forcing us to front for 
.them. They are determined to save the 
Empire at our expense. 

This $400,000,000 advance is only a 
small beginning. Next year, when this 
is gone, there will be more money to be 
appropriated. Even though we are rich 
and strong and prosperous, we cannot 
withstand such drains on our . resources 
indefinitely. While we are debating this 
bill, there are other appeals pending from 
Korea, from France, from Italy, from 
China, and again from Great Britain. 
There will be more because many of the 
nations are bankrupt morally as well as 
financially. 

Who is manipulating this country we 
all love to such an end? We know the 
background of John Foster Dulles, the 
Republican adviser to the State Depart
ment, with his close connections to the 
Nazi banking and industrial interests. 
But what of Mr. Acheson? Does his law 
firm---Covington, Burling, Rublee, Ache
son, and Shorb-have no foreign clients? 
Has he resigned utterly and in fact from 
that firm or !s he still guided and infiu
enced by their international accounts 
and clients? 

There are many matters of wonder in 
this entire policy. This bill is being 
forced on the country by the State De
partment on the pretext that we must 
keep Russia from overrunning and domi
nating Greece and Turkey by having our 
military advisers in those countries and 
by building up their defenses. 

Yet our own military experts agree 
that if Russia really wanted to ovenun 
those countries we could not pour enough 
men and arms in there to hold the Rus
sians back, even if there had never been 
a Hiroshima. 
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In this morning's newspaper I read 

that Under Secretary of State Acheson 
asserts that we must start rebuilding 
Germany and Japan. At the same time 
he insists upon passage of this relief bill 
for the victims of those who were respon
sible for bringing on the greatest war 
of all time, costing us $400,000,000,000 
and 300,000 lives and 700,000 casualties, 
destroying altogether nearly 20,000,000 
lives. For those favors, Mr. Acheson says, 
we must now start making them strong 
again. For what? To start another 
world war? 

DEAD LINE HAS PASSED 

We were told with the voice of doom 
that April 1 was the dead line. Well, 
this is the 9th day of May, and 1 . any
thing happened in Greece or Turkey? If 
Russia really had any desire to march 
into those countries, she had · plenty of 
time. If things nere as desperate as 
painted, our frontier on t~ Aegean was 
pretty thinly guarded for almost 6 weeks. 

On the other hand, we are a::>out to 
authorize the appropriation of $400,000,-
000 with which to punish those who 
fought on our side, who suffered far more 
in loss of lives and property and re
sources than·we did, at the hands of the 
Germans and the Japs, for whom Mr. 
Acheson ..says we must now rebuild. 

Rebuild for whom? For the cartels 
and the international traders who sup
ported the wars of Hitler and the Japa
nese war lords? 

It is unthinkable. 
WHY MUST WE REBUILD GERMANY AND JAPAN? 

Only 2 days ago we observed the second 
anniversary of VE-day, when the Nazi 
empire crashed utterly and left Germany 
prostrate, without a government, after 6 
years of annihilating warfare. 

We have not yet brought home the 
bodies of our brave men who fell in 
Europe, in the Pacific, in north Africa, 
because of Germany and Japan. 

The ruined cities of Europe are not yet 
rebuilt; the people have not enough food 
or clothes or shelter; General Clay an
nounces that if necessary he will use our 
troops to force Germans to give up their 
hoarded stocks of food so that all can 
share equally. 

Yet, Mr. Acheson can say we must-! 
repeat, he said "must"-"push ahead with 
the reconstruction" of Germany and 
Japan. 

I feel that we should pause and take 
stock. 

I regret personally that my conscience 
cannot permit me to support this bill; 
that I fear it will weaken the United 
Nations; that I fear it will hurt rather 
than help the cause of world peace and 
economic stability. 

If we strengthen, not weaken; if we 
build up, not tear down; if we affirm, not 
deny, the principle and the fact of the 
United Nations, the 51 signatory powers 
will be in far better position together 
to stop Russia, if need be, than the United 
States and the disintegrating British Em
pire by themselves. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment, which 
is at the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MANSFIELD of 

Montana: 
"SEc. 8. In adopting this act the C<:mgress 

expresses its approval of and reliance upon 
the statement made by the Secretary of State 
on February : 4, 1947, with reference to 
Greece, and in particular the hope therein 
expressed on behalf of the Government of 
the United States for the political coopera-

- tion of all loyal Greek parties for a dynamic 
program in Greece of amnesty coupled with 
the disarming of Ulegal bands, just and vig
orous tax reforms, modernization of the civil 
service, realistic financial controls, and even
handed disposition of justice." 

The CHAIRMAN . . The gentleman 
from Montana is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman--

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a consent request? 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, will this be taken out of my 
time? · 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman 
yields it will be taken. out of his time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Then, 
Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentle
man from Montana declined to yield. 
The gentleman from Montana was rec
ognized and he refused to yield. I sub
mit the point of order comes too late. 

The CHAIRMAN. There were vari
ous gentlemen seeking recognition. 

The gentleman from Alabama will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend
ment on the ground that it is not ger
mane to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Montana desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. I do. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 

the gentleman briefly. 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 

Chairman, I maintain that the point of 
order comes too late. I had been recog
nized for 5 minutes and I had refused 
to yield. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Alabama care to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. JARMAN. No; I do not care to be 
heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre
pared to rule. 

The Chair has · examined the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Montana. It seems to be a statement 
of policy which is related entirely to the 
extension of aid to Greece provided 
under the act. 

The Chair overrules the point of order. 
The gentleman from Montana will 

proceed. 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 

Chairman, on February 14, 1947, the 

Secretary of State made the following 
statement at his press conference: 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY MARSHALL ON 
REFORMS IN GREECE 

I have been asked by several correspondents 
for the views of the Department on the recent 
broadening of the Greek Government, which 
I now u nderstand is representative, from 
a part y point of view, of almost 90 percent 
of the members of Parliament. We welcome 
this move as an indication that responsible 
Greek leaders are aware of the urgent neces
sity of subordinating narrow or personal in
terests to the greater ideal of national recon
stru<:tion. 

We are all deeply concerned with the' wel
fare of Greece and with the restoration in 
that country of economic and political sta
bility, destroyed during the war by the occu
pation forces of the enemy whose deliberate 
aim was to leave Greece economically ruined, 
and by aggravating internal factionalism, to 
paralyze the Greek body politic. Greece's 
long history of devotion to liberty and demo
cratic ideals entitles her to the sympathy 
and respect of the world. It is to the inter
est of the United States and of all the United 
Nations that Greece be assisted to maintain 
her independence and territorial integrity. 
However, no amount of assistance can prove 
effective or of lasting benefit unless the Greek 
people themselves are prepared to work to
gether resolutely for their own salvation. 

The road to recovery is a difficult one, call
ing for the same unity and mutual con
fidence required for resistance to armed 
attack. No country divided against itself 
can hope to solve problems which are na
tional in scope and which affect all citizens 
and not merely those of one particular polit
ical belief. Economic health can be re
stored only by a comprehensive program in 
which the whole Greek people participate 
and to which all make their appropria-~e con
tributions. Law~abiding citizens whose main 
desire is to be allowed to live and work in 
peace can offer little help to iiheir country 
as long as they are intimidated by armed 
extremists of whatever political complexion. 

This Government hopes that the recent 
broadening of the Greek Government is a 
sign that the Greek people are turning away 
from the past and forgetting bygone differ
ences, are beginning to face the future with 
confidence and in substantial unity. It also 
hopes that this recent development is merely 
a first step in the direction of the broadest 
political cooperation of all loyal Greek parties 
and tliat partisan differences will be sub
merged in a dynamic program of amnesty 
coupled with the disarming of 11legal bands, 
just and rigorous tax reforms, moderniza
tion of the civil service, realistic financial 
controls, and the even-handed dispensation 
of justice. 

. That press release was dated February 
14, 1947, and fully explains my amend
ment. You will note that this amend
ment contains the exact words of Secre
tary Marshall, and as it contains his 
sentiments and my own en this very im- , 
portant matter, I urge the Committee to 
adopt it. 

Mr. VOH.YS. Mr. Chairman, at the 
suggestion of the majority leadership 
which is anxious to conclude action on 
this bill today. I move that all debate on 
the bill and all amendments thereto 
close at 6 o'clock. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary iuquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Can the time be di
Vided so that those who have not had an 
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opportunity to speak on this biU may 
do so? l have waited here f daJS to sa.y 
something, and have not been able tO, 
while some have spoken on the bill a 
dozen times. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the motion o:flered by the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. Tbe question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Montana [Mr. MANSFIE'LD]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. MANSFIELD of 
Montana) there wer~ayes, 18, noes 128. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 

r ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The cHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the l'ef.)Uest of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chair

man, like an thoughtful Americans, I 
know what the people , back home are 
thinking about-thinking of the future 
of America.. 

Their boYs-their neighbors" boys
came home from the war not many 
months ago. They wanted to relax
enjoy their retllrn. They wanted peace 
ruld quiet-to visit witb their neigh
bors-to work, to plant, to harvest, to 
listen to the radio for entertainment-to 
enjoy the quiet and peaceful way of life 
and to just enjoy al1 the wonderful ad
vantages we have in America. Oh yes·, 
they knew we had initations-the OPA, 
rafJroad strikes, coal strikes-but 
through it au they Jmew and I knew that 
these hindrances wouJd pass away-and 
we would all enjo31' our bountifuJ Amer
ica after years of strife and agony-of 
not knowing what the next daY would 
bring in the way of SOITOW. 

We believed in a fanciful United 
Nations to stop aJl aggression in tbe 
world. No more wars. Earnestly they 
prayed for all of this. They knew there 
was no totalitarian regime in this coun
tlY to cause them to fear arrest, torture, 
and a concentration camp. But DOW 
after months of waiting-what do we 
see approaching-Russia with it& com-
munistic doctrine. -

The Communist doctrine ridicules as 
hypocrisy the Christian concepts of 
charity, virtue, monogamous marriage, 
and home life. Lenin instituted a. post. 
card divorce and remarriage law. All a 
man had to do was drop a post card In 
the mail stating he had ceased to live 
With one woman and was· living with 
another. This moraDJr irresponsible 
way of life fs against every one of the 
world•s leading religions-all of which 
teach the sanctity cf marriage. Com
munists regard the home and family life 
as evils to be abolished. The young ate 
to be provided with institutional rearing. 
The Communists constantly trample 
underfoot the press, the radio-poking 
fun at our Christian American way of 
life and advocate the Marxian syst.el:il 
of Godless pagan principles. They are 
out to destroy Ameri~free enterprise, 
profit system. and rights of individUals 
to own anything. Their way would be 

ratione<:~r centralized, all for the state 
policy. 

The American Council of Christian 
Churches has adopted a strong resolu
tion calling up()n th.e church people of 
America to stand solidly ~gainst any 
further appeasement of Russia. TheY 
declare the Christian doctrines are now 
challenged by aggressive communism. 

Many loudly proclaim liberalism but 
most of the liberalism of a lot of societies 
is nothing more or less than counterfeit 
communism. 

"!be Greek proposal is simply to my 
mind an action for the defense of our 
country. From every cemetery 'in Eu
rope and in the Pacific. where sleep our -
American comrades, comes a reminder 
of our pledge-that war must not come 
again. We tried appeasement after 
World War r. Today Russia feels se
cure-that we are too occupied with do
mestic friction~ur isolationist back
grounc.i--an indifferent attitude to do 
anything about her aggressive foreign 
policy. 

I know the full import of this stand. 
Russian domination means revolution 
by Communists to gain power. Police 
and firing squads to wipe out opposi
tion-and requisition of all valuable fac
tor-ies and goods to be taken to Russia. 
Russian countries are areas of poverty. 

The United Sta.tes oilers a stabilized 
peace-a build-up of the countries-that 
believe in the Bill of Rights. 

By contrast. Russia ofters these things: 
First. Revolution in all countries for 

Communists to gain control. 
Second. An international police to ad

vise on terror and liquidation of oppo
nents. 

Third. Requisition . of factories and 
supplies to build up Russia. 

Pourth. Russian-dominated countries 
wm be poverty areas. 

Russia has sought and has gained 
strategic victories by maneuvering her 
fifth columns and political weapons 
against weak countries. 

. Prom the Baltic· to the Adriatic, be
hind the iron curtain. lie all the capitals 
of central and eastern Europe. War
saw. Berlin, Prague·, Vienna, Budapest, 
Belgrade. Bucharest, and Sofia and 
their mllfons are under the control of 
communism. Athens, the birthplace of 
democracy: alone is not under commu
ntstfc power. 

In peace as tn war, the only strategy 
that succeeds ts an offensive one. 

Oh r You say we cannot fight commu
ntsm with bombs-! agree, but you can 
:fight an idea with a better idea-if you 
bacJC up your idea with planning and 
money. · 

You cannot use the United Nations be
cause Russia has the veto power. She 
has consistently used this veto power for 
everything we proposed. Does anyone 
think she would not use it in the Greek
Turkey question? 

'l'be United States must assume the 
leadership and expect to ra.Jiy an other 
peace-loving people who believe in a bill 
of rights. to our side. 

The basic trouble Is that Russia, like 
an dictaior nations 111 the past, thinks 
appeasement is weakness. Communism 

is the only force in the world t.oday that 
threatens peace. 

To sum it all up,. our action in Greece 
and Turkey is an action to build them 
up, not an action to take over the British 
interests. It is just an action for defense 
of American people and will prevent 
World Warm. 

The alternative of not aiding Greece 
and Turkey is far more serious than 
aiding them. 

I believe communism to be the enemy 
of true democracy and all religion. the 
outspoken foe of all freedom. and in.fact 
the headquarters of the greatest slave 
market the world has ever known. 

What is pressing in on Greece is not 
a few mountain rebels, but Russian com
munism. This terrific force is trying to 
break through as a further step toward 
setting up world· communism. 

After two world wars in our genera
tion, we should know by DOW that you 
cannot stop aggression by appeasement. 

I again re~t-RUSSia will not stop. 
She uses the same tactics as Hit1er, 
preaching appeasement. lulling her 
enemies into a sense of security-and 
then devouring them. 

Do- not forget this-some think com
munism is a political party . . lt is far 
more than that, it is a way of life; and 
remember. Joe stalin said last spring, 
"Communism and capitalisnJ cannot sur
vive in the same world. Capitalism must 
be destroyed." 

In ease of doubt on any question. I will 
always be on tbe side of what I believe 
to be for the best interes~ of our coun
try, and alongside of this I am convinced 
no nation can be strong except in the 
strength of God or safe except in His 
defense. 

I shall vote for aid to Greece and 
Turkey. 

Mr. MACY. Mr. Chairman. I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this· point in the REcoRD. 

The ·CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MACY. Mr. Chairman. it 1s not 

without misgivings that l support this 
measure which is, jn my opinion. a 
doubtful stopgap against the flood of 
European statism. 

The best we can hope for from a gov
ernmental panacea of this sort is the 
retarding of out and out statism in coun
tries where many assert that statism is 
inevitable unless our free enterprise sys
tem is proven workable \lUtside our own 
borders in a m9(iern economic age. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcoRD. 

The CliAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
AliORlCA "s lllOXAL LEAIIDSBIP WILL BE HELPED, 

Bar HtJRT. BY TBB D.'l'ENSION OP Am 'fO 

GllDCE AND RltK1n 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. ChaJnnaD,. two ob
jections have been repeatedly urged 
against this bill: Ji!'irst. that Amertca•s 
moral leadership will be damaged and, 
second, tbat tbe program authoriZed by 
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the measure would expo-se us to startling · 
new dangers. 

Now, let us look at this charge that 
moral principles are involved. The 
hearings are deficient in this respect. 
A number of witnesses representing 
various organizations a-ppeared before 
the committee to plead that any display 
of force to protect the independance of 
Greece and Turkey would impair our 
moral position in the world. ' · 

In the debato today opponents have 
asserted that the bill would bypass the 
United Nations and would hurt our 'in
ftuence in the world. They invoke the 
principfes of moral leadership. The 
implication is that use of force is in
compatible with a strong moral position. 
They· speak of the rule of law as i ... it can 
be maintained without an enforcing 
power. The hope of a long reign of peace 
is indeed the United Nations, but that 
hope will never be realized until an ade
quate force is at the disposal of that great 
agency. It should be a latent force, but 
it must be available just as the police 
force is ·available for the execution of 
judgments in the domestic courts of this 
land. No one can seriously contend that 
the United Nations is so equipped 'today. 

Some of the voices raised in. protest 
against the use of force to put down dis
order and to· protect the independence of 
Greece and Turkey would inveigh agains_t 
any force at all, even that exerted by a 
multilateral agency devoted t.o the peace. 
Underlying this point of view is the false 
assumption that force is used only by 
violators of the peace. Brigands use 
force, peaceful. men must not behave like 
that. But police must use guns, too. I 
am not arguing here for military activity 
by the United States in the affected area 
except to the very limited·extent outlined 
by the bill. I am arguing only that the 
strengthening of these two nations 
whose peace and sovereignty is threat
ened is not only justified in the light ·-of 
our own national-security needs but is 
an act of international morality. It 
would be immoral not to exert ourselves 
in defense of our institutions ·and our 
ideals. If we were setting ourselves 
against the policies and aims of the 
United Nations the arguments of those 
who speak of moral leadership would 
have validity but Mr. Warren Austin's 
message to the Congress dispels any 
semblance of support for that contention. 

I think I know what is in the minds of 
the opponents and I . a:l'preciate their 
earnest and sincere espousal of a cause. 
They should . not be dismissed with the 
reply that they may have their moral 
claims, that we will be practical. To be 
sure ours is the practical way but it is also 
the stronger position morally. It is un
fortunate that the banners of idealism 
were seized by groups whose record before 
Pearl Harbor and afterward reflected an 
unwillingness to defend our beliefs. 

Do we believe in liberty? Do we believe 
in international decency and in _respect 
for the rights of small nations? Do we 
believe in the standards of national mor
ality that have made America stand out? 
Do we believe enough in these things to 
sacrifice for them? That is the issue and 
to decide that issue on the basis of using 
our resources for defending a strategic 

area in the world is to exhibit moral lead
ership. 

The other objection is that the action 
contemplated by the bill would lead us 
into dangers-conceivably, it would. It 
is only because the other alternative is 
even more dangerous that w ..'! should ac
cept this course. Surely the preceding 
speakers have been convincing on that 
point. The dilemma is not pleasant. 
The· bill involves heavy · expenditures at 
a time when we all wish to spare our -bur
dened people. It is only because· the 
dangers of inaction are greater and are 
certainly more imminent that we should 
approve this bill. 

Our world is full of dangers and per
haps it will continue to be £. dangerous 
world till the youngest among us· are old 
men. We cannot escape danger. · The 
colored preacher who lived down our way 
was right. He was asked if he had pre·
pared his people for the dangers of the 
atomic bomb and his reply was, "No, I 
have not. I figure · that we are always 
here at a very great risk." 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, -I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield-? 

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members de
siring to extend their remarks may do so 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is- there objection 
to the request ·- of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
GIVING TO BOTH SIDES 

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Chairman, while 
the House is debating the present bill of 
money to Greece for the supposed pur-· 
pose of stopping the spread of commu
nism throughout the world, at the same 
time, and while the debates are going on 
to give this money, our Government is 
actually sending millions of dollars of 
goods and machinery to Russia. Only 
this week there are locomotives going 
from my district direct to Russia and in 
addition machinery for mining. And 
in the New York Times of Wednesday, 
May 7, the State Department is now 
making arrangements to exchange 50 
Russian scientists so that Russia might 
have full and complete scientific infor
mation as to what is going on in this 
country. By - what kind of reasoning · 
can the State Department ask for hun
dreds of millions of dollars to stop the 
spread of communism and at the same 
time give to Russia untold millions of 
dollars of heavy durable goods in the way 
of · railway equipment, farming ma
chinery, and mining machinery and· in
vite 50 Russian scientists to come to this 
country to have the benefit of our sci
entific achievements. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, it is ad
mitted that the proposed loan for Greece 
and Turkey is for a military adventure 
aimed at stopping Communist aggres
sion. 

It is needless for me to say that I now 
and always have opposed communism 
or any attempt to force any kind of a 
·totalitarian form of government upon 

our people. I have never hesitated to 
speak against Communist aggression and 
call attention · to the menace of that 
foreign ideology. I have spent many 
hours trying to bring to the attention 
of my people what communism would 
do to this country. However, I am vot
ing. against this loan for I -believe that 
the immediate situation in Greece, . and 
similar problems in the Middle East and 
elsewhere, are definitely in the realm of 
the United Nations responsibility and 
not that of the United . States or any 
other one country alone, 

Approval of .this loan will lead· to sim
ilar demands from many other coun
tries. Korea, China, India, Iran, Iraq, 
and others .viii contend they are en
dangered by Communist aggression and 
request aid from this country. Demands 
will come thick and fast. I believe it is
of far more importance that we fl.rst 
try to set our own house in order by 
combatting communism here at home. 
Instead of authorizing huge gift-loans 
for foreign countries I believe we should 
give first consideration to providing ade- _ 
quate hospitalization and medical care 
for our disabled veterans and better wel
fare benefits for our elder citizens. 

No one knows how much the n~w fOr
eign policy we are embarking upon will 
cost, or when that cost will end. No _one 
knows how many other countries will 
demand aid of us to stop the spread of 
communism. No one knows whether the 
enactment of this policy will result in 
war or in peace. No one knows whether 
this is the best way or the worst way to 
accomplish our desired purpose of bring
ing peace, liberty, and freedom. to the 
peoples of the wor1 d. 

If this new pruposed foreign policy is 
to cost the fifteen to thirty billion dollars 
many estimate it will, if we are to con
tinue to furnish the food, the clothing, 
the machinery, and .the equipment the 
world demands, 'there. is a strong possi
bility we shall so weaken ourselves here 
at home as to fall an easy prey to those 
Communists within our own country 
who are attempting to destroy our repre
sentative form of government. 

During this debate, our able colleague, 
Representative RE-ED of New York, in
_serted in the RECORD a printed article 
stating that Lenin, godfather of com
munism, boldly declared: "We shall 
oblige America to spend herself into de
struction." The endless schemes of 
planners to spend the American Repub
lic toward destruction are without end. 
Is it only a· coincidence that this mad 
spending fits perfectly into· the well
known and diabolical Communist objec
tive to bankrupt us? Where will _ this 
proposal to pour money into every trou
ble spot in Europe end? 

From a humanitarian standpoint we 
should be willing to aid starving people 
abroad with our surplus food and sup
plies, but we cannot · continue to con
sistently finance the rest of the world 
without eventually bankrupting our own 
country. 

If we really want to aid the peace 
movement we should pass House Reso
lution 73 which abolishes compulsory 
military training throughout the world. 
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Mr: DINGELL. . Mr. Chairman, the 

matter of Greek-Turkish assistance, now 
before us, ' can properly and promptly be 
resolved if you will ask yourselves these 
few pertinent questions: 

Are you for or against communistic 
encroachment upon the world? 

Are you for democracy's survival or 
against it? 

Are you of normal vision or myopic? 
Are you sincere or hypocritic? 
Are you debating or just gassing? 
·Are you thinking or just guessing? 
Are you · saving or wasting precious 

time? 
Are you talking ·cash or conversation? 
Are you talking sense or nonsense? 
Are you putting up or shutting up? 
Are you serious or just demagoging? 
Are you saving .or wasting? 
Are you penny-wise or pound-foolish? 
It is as simple as all that. 
Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, for many 

weeks, the Congress has been reviewing 
appropriation bills for every domestic 
purpose. Discharges of millions of em
ployees have been demanded, and to the 
extent of at least a million of such em
ployees have been released. • The activi
ties of departments have been ;..,nd still 

. are being curtailed. Projects which have 
been under way have been abandoned, 
and others forbidden. Even now, in ap
propriation bills still to be considered, 
threats are made regarding appropria
tions to expand the Rural Electrification 
program, which has become so essential 
to agricultural progress in all parts of 
the country. Other activities for the 
benefit of agriculture likewise are being 
condemned. The reclamation policy also 
is to be crippled and denied the loans 
through which expansion would be 
possible. 

There is scarcely a program or policy 
relating to domestic affairs which will 
escape the ban as the fiscal measures are 
brought in. The Federal budget is to be 
balanced and a reduction of income taxes 
brought about. Not in many years have 
so many proposals for economy in Gov
ernment been proposed. Many of them 
are likely to become effective. Even the 
school-lunch funds, which have been so 
valuable to millions of school pupils, are 
under consideration for curtailment or 
abandonment. The many thousand 
young pupils in the day schools for In
dians may be put on the list of the hun
gry, as well as the destitute, if the wilJ of 
the advocates of economy is to prevail. 

Hours might be spent in barely enu
merating the items which it. is proposed 
to pare down to the limit. 

All this is necessary in the views of 
some proponents of economy. Our huge 
national debt is pointed to with . shivers 
of fear. Our country is said to be in a 
sorry -plight, and worse rna~ come. Our 
economic stability is so seriously threat
ened, according to some, that only by 
the most drastic measures can it be 
saved. The prospect of an early com
mercial and industrial depression which 
will affect town and country alike, is 
emphasized among the dangers said to 
be imminent. 

While all these dismal predictions are 
being m·ade as to the fiscal situation, 
Congress is being urged' to provide most 

expansive and extravagant appropria
tions to foreign countries, amnunting to 
billions of dollars in the next year, with 
a continuance of the policy of extrava
gance indefinitely in the future. When 
considering domestic appropriations, the 
need of keeping America strong is de
clared. When pressure is applied from 
foreign capitals, we are asked to reverse 
our attitude and permit our country to 
become exhausted and possibly made 
bankrupt in an attempt to stabilize the 
economy of all other countries. 

In our own affairs, every request for 
appropriations is carefully scanned. 
Every proposal must be justified in detail. 
In foreign loans and grants, the most 
meager information is acted upon, and 
not . even investigation and supervision 
of expenditures is required. 

At present, according to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, the requests 
actually under consideration by Congress 
for t1le assistance of foreign countries 
amount to $1,995,000,000-nearly $2,000,-
000,000. The same committee compiles 
a list of estimated expenditures of such 
loans and grants which far exceeds the 
requests. Its total is placed at $3,643,-
000,000. That total does not include ex
penditures for our armed forces in occu
pied countries abroad. 

The bill before Congress for assistance 
to Greece and Turkey is only one of 
the many which will come up for action. 
It provides $400,000,000 for its purposes. 

Of that, $11,000,000 are proposed to 
be expended on the railways of Greece. 
There is not a word in the committee 
report as to how such a figure has been 
arrived at, nor as to how many private 
fortunes will be restored; not a word 
as to the foreign stockholders in such 
railways. Out of thin air, comes the esti
mate. No provision is made for a just 
and complete accounting of the moneys 
spent. 

For the Greek Army it is proposed to 
expend $150,000,000. After VE-day, our 
Army had to exceed $10,000,000,000 of 
surplus war commodities abroad. It was 
sold or given away to various govern
ments. Who is to furnish the additional 
supplies for the Greek Army? Are they 
to be bought in our own country, to the 
further profit of our munition makers, 
or sold by the nations which obtained 
such immense supplies from our surplus 
commodities practically abandoned to 
them under lend-lease or otherwise. 

Similar questions might be asked re
garding the $20,000,000 for agricultural 
rehabilitation, and $50,000,000 for recon
struction. How much of the $80,000,000 
for consumer goods will go for the poor 
and destitute, instead of for commodi
ties less essential. Over $50,000,000 now 
are available under other appropriations 
for the direct relief of the destitute of 
Greece, and other funds are available 
from UNRRA. This bill and the com
mittee report do not give any assurance 
that the poor of Greece will be cared 
for. Our experience under the distribu
tion of foodstuffs by UNRRA was so de
plorable that even the facts about it are 
unobtainable. Why should Congress 
blindly vote away $400,000,000 without 
even the possibility of knowing for what 
it will be spent, who will get it, and who 

will make exorbitant profits at home or 
abroad because of such congressional in
definiteness in the measure under 
consideration. 

For Turkey, an even $100,000,000 are 
provided, mainly for the armies of that 
country to be expended by the Govern
ment of Turkey. Not a line provides for 
any accounting, any explanation of how 
it is to be spent, nor where and to whom. 
This step toward sending out more bil

lions of money to foreign lands for un
controlled spending is justified by some 
as necessary to fight communism and 
stop the expansion of Russian power in 
Europe. However commendable such a 
purpose may be, will this measure prove 
effe,.tive? Is it the first step toward an
other World War, as some seem to fear? 
The vast majority of our people are op
posed to commuLism in our own coun-

. try, and to its spread in Europe. They 
are as strongly opposed to Russian domi
nation which in the remotest degree 
threatens the security of our country at 
home or abroad. But will this measure 
bring any assurance that it will prove 
effective? 

Have we not had our own experience 
in Yugoslavia, where Marshal Tito's mil
itary dictatorship wheedled over $600,-
000,000 from our post-war relief pro
gram? That dictator built up his army 
and his political gang with the funds. 
He now is an associate in any plans for 
Russian· aggression, and spread of com
munism. The poor and destitute of his 
land received almost nothing. The 
funds were spent to build up a totali
tarian dictatorship whose existence has 
became an additional threat to Greece. 
Because of it, this measure is deemed 
necessary. Our generosity has been 
turned against us by Tito and his gang
sters. 

Days have been spent in debating this 
measure in the House. Minor amend
ments have been appended in the other 
House. It remains incomplete for our 
own protection and for the purpose for 
which it is proposed. Before Congress 
sends more funds abroad, it should make 
a full and complete investigation as to 
what has been done with the billions al
ready spent. It should safeguard any 
further appropriation against wanton 
waste, extravagance, and squandering 
which has characterized all our endeav
ors to win peace for the world by huge 
sums from our own treasury. 

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr. Chair
man, it has been fully evident through
out this debate, that we have all been 
gaging the risks that are potentially in- • 
herent in this measure. There are 
some who do not see the necessity of 
intervening in any situation anywhere 
beyond our boundaries. Some would not 
intervene here in Greece and TurkeY. but 
would step in somewhere else. 

For my own part, I have come to the 
considered conclusion that it is time to 
draw the line-now. 

It is time to give the bipartisan for
eign policy of the United States force 
and effect now. 

It is time to say "Thus far and no 
farther" to Communist leadership and · 
design. So far, Communist policy has 
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done nothing but push and shove to ex
pand its · frontiers. 

Unchecked, Soviet leadership will in
evitably challenge the world and, there
fore, challenge our own American secur
ity ·and interests. 

The threat of communism in the 
Greece-Turkey area must 'be halted. 
Today, in Greece, we are witness to com
munism ruthlesly pushing its way 
through the creation of strife and tur
moil, poverty, hunger, through the des
perations of a stricken people. 

If we are concretely, realistically, to 
champion the rights of freedom, we must 
help sustain those things freedom means. 
Without our helping hand, through the 
practical aid that this b~ll would afford, 
there is no other· outlook in: this now · 
blighted area of the world except of. 
human subjugation, human degradation. · 
and political chaos. Communism is · on 
the march, communism that fattens on 
poverty . and the desperate discourage
ments of human beings; communism 
that counts on such' situations for its . 
acceptance that contrives and connives 

· at conditions where a stricken· people, in 
. order to live. will .exchange freedom, self
respe~t. humai?. dignity, for a minimum 

·of protection and existence. 
It is unfortunate that the United Na

tions· today : are not · in a position to. 
undertake directly· to prevent Commu

. nist aggression .in thjs near eastern area 

. and to help in tfie rehabilitation and 
·strengthen!ng of Greece and · Turkey. 
Certainly, if. the_ United. Nations today 
were not powerless to act-and we. all 
know· why it cannot act-it would be its 
objective, as it .is ours, to aid in the 
rehabilitation of this area. 

We all know the strategic importance 
·of Greece and Turkey · in world geog
-raphy. Control of them means control 
of the "underbelly of Europe." It means 
control of the ·Mediterranean; it means 
control of the Dardanelles; it means 
flanking pressure on all the borders of 
the Mediterranean area. 

If communism moves in, it will have 
a strong strategic position from which 
to maneuver and to mount pressure cam
paigns on south.ern Europe: Asia Minor. 
north Africa, and eventually South 
America. 
K~1owing as we do the history of Soviet 

actions and policy, I simply cannot bring 
myself to believe that Communist leaders 
would be reluctant to seize this oppor- -
tunity, should we provide it by failing to 
give support to Greece and Turkey. 
· It is not enough to think in terms of 
the world today. It is not enough, also, 

. to rest on our own power and strength 
as we know it totiay. The world will 
move on and we are under the heavy 
obligation to leave nothing undone at 
any time to strengthen our present and 
.future security position. 

We should not be willing to gamble the 
future of the United States for the sake 
of attempting to save the sums of money 
represented in this Greece-Turkey aid 
proposal. It is &n investment that I feel 
we should make, both for our future 
security and to help achieve lasting world 
peace. . 

If Communist leaders want peace, a 
simple matter of aid to Greece and Tur
key will not break it. If they are bent 

on war, no amount of appeasement can Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman. such 
stop it. prolonged debate on the vital 'question 

The choice, then, is not in our hands. before us as that to which we have 
We have no choice but to take our stand, listened in all probability will not change 
with that of other peace-loving nations, a single vote. 
at key points of the world, and take it I do not propose to discuss the matter 
now while we still can fashion and influ- at any length, because, in the first place 
ence the things to come. as I have said before, I reiterate, the 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I time for talk has passed. We ·face to
have followed the debates on the Greek- day the heavy responsibility of bringing 
Turkish loan with intense feeling. The peace to a war torn world. The un
issues are comple~ and clouded by many settled conditions which make this prob
excellent bursts of' oratory and fine lem so difficult of solution are familiar 
speeches. but under the maze of ars-u- to us all. They present a real challenge 
ments a true and strong undercurrent. . to our generation; one which we cannot 
flows. The basic issue. as I see it, is the . ·ignore nor fail to meet. The course 
defense. of the United States. which we chart during the coming 

The great majority of the Memllers of months will determine whether the 
this Congress are utterly opposed to the ·world is to march forward into an era of 
ideolog~· and practice of communism. lasting peace or merely snatch a fitful 
The .dt:Jense of this continent and the breather before plunging headlong into 
world from the imposition of Commu- another war. 
nist government and rule calls for varied · The framework for peace is, in the 
plans and cours'3s to follow. main, · being· designed by two great 

This particular piece of legislation sets nations-our own and Russia. The 
·forth one of the.se plans in strong Ian- struggle for its design go·es on apace. 
·guage. It· serves notice upon. the Russian Anxious eyes follow every move of these · 
Government that · tlie · United states is principal contenders; seeking to deter- · 
t 'll 11 k fl mine the shape of the · final outcome . 

.s 1 wi ing to rna e sacri ces to attain .The .attitude and .statementS·· of our 

.the·goals for which its. sons have fought. 
It is a complete: reversal ottne heretofore . representatives to the United Nations 
pron;:tinent approach of appeasement, ariel to the _peace .. conferences. are being 
·which so miserably failed against Hitler, . analyzed in the light,_af the actions we 

·are taking here at home. · · 
and is.so miserably failing against Stalin. As , Delegate Warren _ Austin bas re-
Appeasement has a1ways been· the· ap•· -
.proach of - the demoeratic countries, peatedly said, the.proposed aid to Greece 
where man has faith 'in his feilow man, ·and TUrkey does not bYpass ·the United 
where w·ar is abhorred at almost any Nations. l;>.ut is and would be a most 

. price. But there are some things which .necessary and contributing support to 
·no freedom .. loving man will endure, and the United Nations Charter. 
when appeasement fails time after time, We need to act promptly, in the in-
war stalks the world. terest of international peace and to 

Today we are called upon to act to end attune our military policy to the re
·the period o{ appeasement of Commu- quirements of our foreign policy. We 
.. nist rule. It has been eloquently argued should move without further delay to 
that this is a commitment toward war. strengthen our hand at the peace table 
But it has been equally well argued Lhc:~.t by enacting· the proposed legislation. 
this · is the better calculated risk. rt is Time is of the essence. Unless we stop 
better to call a bluff when you know the talking , and go to doing something in 

our own interest we will wake up again 
strength of your opponent's hand than to to find we have· done too little too late. 
wait until he has gained strength by ef- Can we le~rn nothing from experience? 
fectively manipulating his bluffs over a In niy judgment the ·passage of the 
period.of years. · 

The people of the United States· have act bef_ore us will prevent, it will not pro-
. voke, war. So I shall vote for it and 

showed almost unanimous accord in sup- against all crippling amendments. 
porting the trend to be positive in our 
dealings with Russia. When· the Hail- Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, this leg-
arable James F. Byrnes was Secretary of · · islation, it seems to me, involves four 
State he was lauded for his efforts to over-all broad considerations: 
be firm With RUSSia. Secretary Marshall 1 . THE SPREAD OF COMMUNISM WITH ITS DENIAL 

"haS been praised fOl' COntinUing and OF WESTERN CHRISTIAN CIVILIZATION 

strengthening this stand. Today Secre- . This is not the fl.rst time the East has 
tary Marshall and the President are challenged the the West. Attila and his 
asking for our support of a positive pro- Huns were turned back at Chalons in 
gram to oppose the spread of communism the fifth century. The Mohammedans 
into the free countries of the world. · were turned back at Tours in the ninth 

If we let them down here, as the ·rep- century. Both movements reached 
resentatives of the people .of this great France and were there stopped. 
Nation, we are giving Stalin and his pup- In the sixteenth century, the Turks 
·pets the green light. Theodore .Roose- drove · to the middle of Europe. They 
velt urged that the United States speak have gradually retreated under pressure 
softly, but carry a big stick. Secretary to the Dardanelles and have remained 
Marshall is asking for a big stick. Shall at the Bosporus because of their inter
we give it to him, or shall we tell him national value in guarding this ancient 
to continue his fight with words without strategic bridge between Europe and Asia. 
the true support of the Nation? The The world is big enough for its peoples 
basic problem is one of defense of this if properly oriented. . They have terrible 
Nation from Communist aggression. times keeping settled down. Between 
Viewing the problem in this light, I feel ambitious, selfish, and power-drunk 
that the 9reek-Turkish loan merits my leaders and the i,>eople imagining vain 
vote. things, there are political eruptions here 
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and there .at times engulfing the whole 
planet. The age of the aggressor may 
not be over; but nations and peoples that 
selfishly throw their weight around are 
no more to be tolerated. Communism 
has ample space in eastern Europe and 
Asia to work out its destiny. 

2. 'IHE FEAR OF WORLD WAR Ill 

This can never be prevented by placing 
our country in a "sitting duck" position. 
America should have a positive, affirma
tive, foreign policy. The nations of the 
earth should know, without the per
adventure of .a doubt, where we stand' 
and what we stand for.- They should 
feel the full pressure of our implementa
tion of that policy. Let us never be a 
saber rattler nor a pollyanna appeaser. 
Unskilled diplomacy follows these bank
rupt pol~cies. Bc,>th of them invite war. 
America should stand for justice and 
freedom, fair and mutually reciprocal 
economic relations, religious and social 
educa-tion leading to practical ways of 
peace, and a spirit of good will without 
complacency to all peoples. All peoples 
and nationsllave their points of interest. 

3. THE BYPASSING OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

I have been an advocate of a League of 
or a United Nations since the days ·of 
Elihu Root, William Howard Taft, and 
Woodrow Wilson. I still believe in a 
World Court and the development of in
ternational law: The United Nations can 
never act as an executive force until it 
has. a ·police force. The nations have not 
gotten around to this yet. Some day 
they· will. Atomic energy and modern 
implements of war may drive them to ·it 
before they can be educated to the ways 
of. peace. Otherwise many may prepare 
to go the way nf Babylon, Athens, Rome, 
and Angkor. I do not think this bill by
passes the United Nations in practical 
effect. It is unfortunate that the action 
proposed in this bill has not grown too 
Vigorously out of its Council and Assem
bly, but it apparently could not. On the 
other hand, I have not liked some impli
cations involved in the early approach to 
this legislation. I hope they prove un
founded, and that the implementation of 
this legislation will be placed on the hiih
est level of moral, social, and patriotic 
consideration. 

4 . THE EXPENDITURE OF $400,000,000 

I would like to save that, too. We could 
well use it here at home. But if it fore
stalls a third world war, it will be well 
spent. If the communistic forces in 
eastern and central Europe want pea~e. 
our action will not provoke war. If they 
want war, this action may prevent it. 

Mr. TWYMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
proponents of this bill saw fit to divide 
among themselves the majority of the 
time to be devoted to this debate. ·At 
first I did not like the idea, as I felt that 
those who were opposed to this bill should 
have equal time. However, it is just as 
well because the more the advocates of 
President Truman's measure talk, the 
easier it becomes for Members of Con
gress to vote against this bill. The smoke 
screen is lifting. We are seeing this 
thing more realistidtlly. The proposal' 
first started out on the claim that it 
would stop communism. It is seen riow 
that it will not stop communism and was 

never so intended. One gentleman was 
very frank when he said, "The resolution 
is . military in character and for that 
reason and that alone I give it my whole
hearted support." Another gentleman 
said, "I do not know much about the de
tail of its import, nevertheless, I am con
vinced that it is for the best interests of 
our country that it be adopted." 

It is slowly becoming quite apparent 
that the stopping . of communism and 
the spreading of freedom are phrases 
that should not be used in this discus
sion. The figure .$400,000,000 should be 
erased and a blank left in its stead, be
cause it is admitted by proponents and 
opponents of this bill that this is liable 
to cost us between fifteen and twenty bil
lion dollars. The .most energetic advo
cate for this proposal guarantees noth
ing and assures nothing. 

What we are going to do if we do any
thing is to protect .a lot of international 
interests, and they are not necessarily 
Amerrcan interests in the Near East. 
Why not be frank about it? Why de
ceive ourselves as to what the true object 
is? The real advocates for this bill are 
the big inter:::tational -interests. I have 
no quarrel with the internationa1 inter
ests. If they want to protect their prop
erties I hardly blame them, -but they are 
riot going to protect them with American 
boys and American dollars. We have 
_just emerged from a very weakening 
World War. We are just digging our
selves out from all of the restrictions 
that go with a war and a Commander in 
Chief. To engage upon this hazardous 
venture would mean the return of price 
controls, rent controls, the impossibility 
of even considering corrective labor leg
islation, or reducing the .budget or cut
ting taxes, or any of the things that we 
set out to do so bravely when this Con
gress first met. I shudder when I think 
of the possibility ·of the passage of this 
measure. 

When the President spoke to this body 
at a joint session on March 12 we were 
told that this was an urgent matter that 
must be completed by the 31st of March. 
The 31st of March has come and gone, 
and this is no more urgent now than it 
was then. If it ever becomes necessary 
for us to take such a dangerous step, we 
can always do so. Delay will result one 
way only, and that is to make America 
strong. The best safeguard against 
communism or any other false ideology 
is a strong United States. I am begin
ning to believe that the urgency that 
existed before March 31 was for the pur
pose of making a show of strength when 
General Marshall went to Moscow. If 
that was the case, it is no longer neces
sary, because General Marshall is back 
home. The outcome· of his visit to the 
Kremlin is fairly well known. If we 
really want to show our strength to Rus
sia we will in the future insist that any 
future conference of an international 
nature involving the United States 
should be held in the city of Washing
ton. This should be the meeting place 
and not the Kremlin. · 

To those of you who may be in doubt 
as to how to vote on this bill I urge you. 
to vote against it. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair
man, in supporting H. R. 2616, the-

Greek-Turkish loan, I am doing it with 
a conviction that we are obligated to 
uphold Secretary of State Marshall who 
has made a last minute appeal to the 
House for passage of the bill. I still 
have some doubts ab0ut the advisability 
of this action, but feel that we must re
solve these doubts in favor of the bill 
when a man in a position of Marshall 
has asked such cooperation. 

Russia, it seems, has most respected us 
when we have been firm with her. This 
bill is a definite move in the direction 
of a firm policy toward her. 

The situation today resembles a simi
lar one before World War II. One of 
the saddest stories of that war was the 
way we treated Finland, the only nation 
who honored her debts with ·us to 
the last. Yet, theoretically she was 
our enemy. Why? War makes some 
strange bedfellows. Because of being 
allied with Russia we had to treat Fin
land, who had ruthlessly been previously 
overrun by Russia, as an enemy. Fin
land naturally fell in line with Germany 
as ·her only source of redress. If I were 
a leade:t;" of that hapless country, I may 
have voted to do as she did. 

Russia had a treaty with Germany be
fore she was attacked b~r the hordes 1Jf 
Hitler. It was doubtful which way she 
was going until Germany struck. · Fur
thermore, previous to this as the German 
armies pushed through Poland, the Rus
sians stepped in. Why, to help Poland? 
No. For her .own selfish interests, in 
taking sections of Poland which she now 
retains. 

What has Russia done with the three 
little Baltic countries, Latvia, Estonia, 
and Lithuania? She claimed to take 
them during the war into protective cus
tody, but I notice that she is still pro
tecting them. At least, from the So
viet's way of thinking. 

And so it will be with Greece and 
Turkey if the United States does not 
actually assist them. 

I have heard some say this ate! is in 
violation to our Monroe Doctrine, but it 
is not. Greece and Turkey have asked for 
this assistance. The passage of this bill 
is a continuation of an international pol
icy of ours for half a century or more. · 
On their invitation, aid was sent Cuba 
and· the Philippines in 1898. Had it not 
been for American intervention following 
the Boxer uprising in China in 1900, that 
nation was heading for vassalage or par
tition, but John Hay, American Secretary 
of State, stubbornly insisted on the open
door policy. 

Of course Russia and her sympathizers 
are against this bill. That is proof to me 
that her plan is to gradually allow these 
countries to weaken, even she appears to 
participate in it, and ther- take them over 
as she has done with others, one country 
after another. 

If this bill is defeated now, it will be 
taken as a vote of confidence to Russia, 
and a signal to the world that we are 
again going to take the position of Isola
tion which we were accused of before 
World War II. 

It is my belief that in every country 
where communism now dc.minates, ex
cept Russia, it is where a strongly organ
ized minority have taken over the Gov
ernment by -force. · 
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Some have claimed that passage of this 
bill will bypass the United Nations, but 
that is not true. For months Greece has 
asked for assistance from that body, but 
due to Russia's clever plan of hindering 
action, nothing has Leen done thus far. 

Senator VANDENBERr.'s amendment to 
this bill permits the Security Council of 
the United Nations the right to defer 
United States assistance by a majority 
vote, and we waive ou~· veto. 

I have confidence in democracy and the 
American way of life. This bill to aid 
Greece and Turkey is a step to continue 
its principles anc prevent the spread of 
communism, the greatest threat on earth 
to democracy today. 

Mr. JENISON. Mr. Chairman, as the 
House has debated through three long 
days this properly controversial measure 
to grant $400,000,000 of the American 
taxpayers' money to the Greek and Turk
ish Governments, almost every point of 
contention has been reviewed, and many 
has peen repeated, as speaker after 
speaker came to the well of this House to 
express approval or disapproval of the 
so-called Truman policy. 

I have wondered if I had any· reason 
to rise to speak beyond the desire to give 
emphasis by repetition of the able re
marks by colleagues who feel as I do in 
this matter. It has occurred to me that 
perhaps there are a few thoughts I might 
add in justice to the constituents I have 
the honor to represent. May I preface 
my remarks, however, with the observa
tion that I face this issue convinced there 
is no division of opinion on either· side of 
the aisle or within the ranks of either 
party as to our motive in this legislation. 
We are as one in seeking to pursue the 
course best calculated to preserve for this 
Nation the honored institutions of a free 
people devoted to the cause of liberty at 
home. We are as one in OUr desire to 
extend a helping hand toward people 
elsewhere similarly .devoted to free in
stitutions and equally willing to pay the 
price of Uberty. And, finally, we. are as 
one in our firm determination to take 
the course best calculated to protect our 
own land and our own people from the 
threat of destruction from any source, 
internal or external. 

I submit, therefore, that our only point 
of difference is whether the legislation 
proposed will accomplish its purpose. I 
contend it will not. I contend it will not 
bring us added protection abroad. I con
tend it will not shore up the forces of 
freedom abroad. I contend it will not 
implement the cause of peace so dearly 
won. Rather it will add new fuel to 
which the spark of world confiagratipn 
might be applied at any moment with 
consequences too catastrophic for the 
human mind to grasp. 

The sum of $400,000,000 will not buy 
continued peace abroad. If appeasement 
is to be shunned, then the attempt to 
settle the problems of the world with 
American dollars is to be shunned for it 
is nothing more than a financial Munich. 

Even the proponents of this legislation 
hesitate to say these dollars will do the 
job. There is an implication amounting 
to admission that more will be neces
sary-=-and more, and more, and more. 
Where will it stop and where will it end? 
It · will stop with the complete financial 

collapse of the only world power left to
day with a hope of solvency and it can 
end only in an America reduced to the 
helpless, hapless level of the lands and 
the people we seek to help. 

Proponents have argued that we must 
not put a price tag on liberty. They re
mind us that this Congress has voted 
billions without question to l;}attle the 
forces of aggression and to crush the 
threat to our land and our people. Of 
course you voted those funds, and prop
erly so. We were at war and our enemies 
were at our very doors. But Mr. Chair
man, may I emphasize with all the power 
at my command that we are now at 
peace. The shooting war is over. Now 
it is time to think in terms of a peace
time economy. Now it is time to think 
in terms of statesmanship calculated to 
preserve that peace rather than to talk, 
as so many have talked in this very spot, 
of a World War III. Now is the time to 
bend our energies and direct our action 
toward preserving our victory in peace. 
Now is the time to count costs and calcu
late risks with deliberation free from the 
hysteria rampant in the world since Hit
ler's legions first marched against the 
world. · 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that if we will 
permit deliberation to replace hysteria,.,_ 
if we will permit facts to replace wishful 
thinking we will be forced to the ines
capable conclusion that we cannot dissi
pate our resources around the world and 
remain the great hope of the world !or 
the preservation of self-government, in
dividual liberty, and the dignity of the 
individual. If we are to divert $400,000,-
000 to Greece and Turkey, if we are to 
divert other and perhaps even greater 
sums to other nations, if we are to saddle 
the American taxpayer with the task and 
the cost of policing the world, we will find 
qur own land impoverished financially 
and physically. Here is the real threat 
to our security. Here is the real hope of 
the great . force now arrayed as opposed 
to our way of life. An America. dissi
pated of its resources will be vulnerable 
to the very forces we seek to guard our
selves against. A strong America, a 
solvent America, a sound America need 
fear no one. 

May I make one point further by way 
of a partial .answer, at least, to the im
plication that those Members of this 
House privileged to serve in World War 
n, are convinced of the wisdom of the 
course proposed by this bill? I will not 
undertake to speak for· others, but may 
I say as one of them that there is a cer
tain tragic familiarity in the step we now 
propose to take. We hear once again 
the cries of emergency, the shouts of 
threats from abroad, the requests of 
other nations for American dollars and 
American supplies, military and other
wise. We are going to send a military 
mission, if you please. Where-and 
when-and under what circumstances 
have we het:trd all that before? We 
know where it took us before. What 
reason now prevails to indicate it will 
take us on an opposite course in the fu
ture? No, my colleagues, the veterans of 
World War II, privileged, are not as one 
in urging that we retrace those tragic 
steps. I am sure they are as one in urg
ing that we avoid the mistakes of the 

past, that we weigh with due delibera
tion our course for the future. 

Ours is the solemn responsibility of 
choosing the course. For my part, I will 
rest my faith on American strength at 
home, not on American dollars abroad. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Cl.airman, on 
March 15, 1947, after President Truman 
had addressed the joint session of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, I 
released to the press the following state
ment: 

The United States should give prompt aid 
to Greece and Turkey in my opinion. How
ever, I emphatically differ with President 
Truman and the Department of State 1n the 
manner in which n.id should be given. They 
would continue to follow a foreign policy 
of a unilateral course of action which will 
ultimately. lead us down the primrose path 
to imperialism and World War III. I believe 
in collective security of the United Nations 
and have not been in sympathy with the re
cent course of our foreign policy. The world 
had a right to expect something better of 
us after our foreign policy declaration of 
the Atlantic Charter and the "four free
doms." During the congressional campaign 
of 1946, I made numerous talks throughout 
San Diego County on "America at the Cross
roads," and pointed out ~hat at Yalta and 
Tehran we had already departed from our 
former announced foreign policy of the Four 
Freedoms. 

The only hope for world peace and mutual 
r~spect among nations rests within the 
framework of the United Nation-s. Aid to 
Greece and Turkey should be given by us 
through this channel. ~11 other nations 
should at least be given a chance to give 1n 
the same manner that · the British Govern
ment has already voted $36,000,000 to Greece. 

Only through this collective security of 
the United Nations can sufficient moral and 
military force be massed to protect the free
dom-loving nations of the world from agres
sor nations. · 

· Since I released the_ above statement 
the bill, H. R. 2616, to provide for assist
ance to Gree~e and Turkey has been re .. 
ported by the Foreign Aff~irs Committee 
to the House of Representatives with the 
recommendation that t.t do pass. 
· I have not changed my views from 

those I formerly expressed, and still be
lieve that we should give prompt aid to 
Gr~ece and Turkey as urged by President 
Truman, Secretary Marshall, and our 
other diplomatic and military leaders 
who have available top ·secret informa
tion not made known to the public. 
However, I have continued to insist that 
the only hope for world peace and mutual 
respect among nations rests within the 
framework of the United Nations. With 
this thought in mind, the Senator Van
denberg amendment has become a most 
important part of the bill. In this 
amendment the President is directed to 
withdraw any or all aid authorized by 
the bill if the President is officially noti
fied by the United Nations that the Secu
rity council finds-with respect to which 
finding the United States waives the ex
ercise of any veto--or that the General 
Assembly finds that action taken or as
sistance furnished by the United Nations 
makes the continuance of such assistance 
unnecessary ·or undesirable. 

Warren R. Austin, United States dele
gate to the United Nations, stated that 
in his opinion the United States program 
as planned in the bill, H.· R. 2616, fm.· aid 
to Greece and Turkey, does not bypass 
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the United Nations, and on tbe contrary,
he stated he believed the passage of the 
bi11 would support the United Nations 
Charter and would advance the building 
of ooUective security under the United 
Nattons. I also hold this viewpoint and 
intend to vote for this biJJ, which, in my 
opinion, is for the best interests of all 
Americans. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, tbe 
proposa.J of President Truman with re
gard to Greece and Turkey confronts the 
United States with one of the gravest 
questions in its history. 

Acceptance of that proposal involves 
complete reversal of our long standing 
policy in foreign a11airs. It involves 
intervention and participa.tion in and 
responsibility for the internal affairs of 
other nations. It involves an economic 
drain on the people of this country 
which, from a relatively small beginning. 
may proceed to an extent which no one 
can now foresee.. More than that. it in
volves employment of the military power 
of the United States-again apparently 
on a small initial scale but again also 
with no predictable limits. It projects 
this country directly into the complexes 
of both Europe and the Middle East un
der circumstances which may well lead 
to war. 

It has not been established why it is 
to the vital interest of the United States 
to take this step. ·Nor. if it can be con
ceded that the vital interest of our coun-

. try is actually atlected. bas there been 
·any revelation of the facts in this situa
"tiQn that make hasty action imperative. 

All t.b.at the Congress or the people 
have been given is the.President's asser
.tion that the vital interest f'f the United 
States is iD.volved and that immediate 
action is essential. And the President's 
address is much more remarkable for its 
vagueness and resort to generalities than 
for any light it has shed on the reasons 
for making it. 

As a matter of plain common sense. 
however serious \he straits of Greece and 
Turkey. they cannot become too much 
worse in the time that will be required for 
the open and thorough discussion of this 
situation which alone can give the Amer
tcan people the opportunity to know 
what they are being asked to do. what 
the material cost will be. and what com
mitments of other natures are k be made 
in their name. 

It is the plain duty of Members of 
Congress to prevent hasty action-to in
sist that all the facts are made known
to see that these facts are laid before the 
people in understandable terms-and 
finally, to take action fn the light o! the 
facts and the expressed will of the peo
ple. · 

Members of Congress can serve no 
good purpose by premature and ill-con
sidered statements of opinion. Such as 
0 We must uphold the hands of the Presi
dent:' Certainly, our history gives 
abundant evidence that Presidents can 
make mistakes. The welfare of the 
country is afways a consideration of far 
greater moment than support of the 
President in either national or interna
tional affairs. 

Twice in a single generation our coun
try has become involved in the wars of 

others. In each case. the American peo
ple endured the sutrerliig and sacrifice of 
war for lofty ideals. ID neither case have 
they seen those ideals realized. On the 
contrary~ . this country emerged from 
each war weaker than It entered. and 
after each war the world in general was 
in a worse condition than before. We 
lost men and wealth. we exhausted irre
placeable natural resources, and we bred 
conditions that caused widespread dis
satisfaction and doubt among the Amer
ican people concerning their principles 
of government and wa.y of life. 

Intrinsically. we are a weaker Nation 
today than ever before in our hlstory. 
We appear st.rong oilly by contrast with 
a prostrate world. In this weakened 
condition are we now to embark on a new 
adventure about which we know nothing. 
but which may lead. first, to war and. 
second. to the final demoralization of 
the world and the disappearance of the 
slightest hope for an orderly society? 

The two world wars caused the virtual 
destruction of the great British Empire 
Is that not a. su1llcient example to make 
us pause before starting down a road 
which may lead to the same end? 

The President said: 
There Is no other country (except the 

United States) to which democratic Greece 
can turn. 

What does this statement mean? 
That no other country cares anything 
about Greece as a democratic country? 
That no other country cares enough to 
help aneviate the physical want of her 
people? Or that no other country has 
the resources to extend aid? 

Under any interpretation. the impli
cation of the · President's words are 
far reaching. There are 2.000.000.000 
people in this world. out of this num
ber can the 1-iO,OOO.OOO people who com
prise our Nation be the only ones wh«tcan 
assume the burdens of weaker countries? 
Is It a practical pos.sibility? H so. can 
we do it, or even attempt to do it without 
destroying oun;elves? 

The President said: 
The United States contributed t541,000,-

000,000 toward winning World War II. TbJs 
is an investment in world freedom and world 
peace. 

Where is the freedom and where is the 
peace? Is the world we have today the 
kind of a return on ••mvestment .. that 
justifies the beginning of a new outpour
ing of funds? 

The President said: 
The a&5istance that. I am recommending 

:for Greece and TUrke-y amounts to little more. 
than one-tenth of l percent o! this Invest
ment. 

Does the President. or anyone else 
think for a moment that the amount he 
proposes will be the whole amount? Ob
viously. $400.000.000 will be only the 
start. It will be followed by other mil
lions and billions in those countries and 
in other countries which, with Greece 
and TUrkey as precedents, will make 
claims on our generosity. 

The President said: 
The very existence of tbe Greek state 1s 

today threatened by the terrorist activities 
of several thousand armed men,, led. by 
Communists. 

If a government is so weak that it can
not cope with several thousand armed 
men under any leadership. there is rea
son to conclude: First, that if many of 
the people of the country do not actually 
sympathiZe with the several tbousan~ 
they at least do not care much one way 
or the other and, second. there is JittJe 
that an outside power can do to aid such 
a government. 

If we take this action Jn Greece, we 
wiU in effect say to Russia, ··we are OP
posed to communism and intend to help 
the governments of Greece and Turkey 
oppose it:• Under the cireumstat.tces, is 
not Russia likely to reply, ••you are free 
to do that, but if you do, we will take 
measures of onr own to support commu
nism." It must be remembered that 
Russia has many means, short of war, to 
foster the spread of communism;- many 
more, in fact, than we have to oppose it. 
Unpalatable as the fdea may be, we must 
also realize that many people in _coun
tries throughout the world Jook w:ith fa
vor on communism and regard it as a 
superior form of government. In our 
own country, we have a Communist 
movement which is far from large, yet 
there Is little we can do w halt its ae
ceptance by some of 1)Ur people. You 
cannot stop a political g:.owth any more 
than you can stop a religious growth
particularly by use of force. And the 
adventure in Greece, whatever its other 
aspects, is basicaJJy a use of force. 

At Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam, com
mitments were made for the American 
people without their knowledge or con
sent. Secrecy was excused by those who 
indulged In it on the ground that it was 
essential to war security. Yet there is 
little doubt today that those secret deals. 
in which a few men around a table played 
with the destiny of nations, were im
portant causes of the worJd•s present 
condition. There fs no excuse now, not. 
even a lame one, for asking the American 
people to move blindfolded and In baste 
into a situation of most serious conse
quence. Certainly, the time bas come 
to end secret diplomacy. 

The urgency, the need for baste which 
the President so strongly emphasized has 
an artificial quality. It sma.cks of the 
'"rush act•~ of the high-powered sales
man. Britain accepted Greece as a. re
sponsibility during and after the war. 
Admitting tha.t Britain's economic con
dition is unhealthy. why does it suddenly 
become absolutely impossib:le for her to 
continue that responsibility beyond the 
outside date of March 31-just 19 days 
after the President's address? Wonlcl 
Britain collapse if she stayed in Greece 
until April 30 or l\c{ay 31? Or was an 
almost immediate date selected to force 
Americans to act before they could 

' think? 
Although it has been mentioned only 

in passing, the thing of paramount im
portance in this entire matter to the 
United states and her people Is the in
terest of the United states. not on1y the 
immediate interest bnt also long-range 
interest. Certainly ff it is not in the 
interest of this country to take a step, 
then there can be no other good reason 
for it in Greece, Europe, tbe Middle East 
or elsewhere. With its present huge debt 
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and the other weakening influences of American lives. It presents a great and 
the War, the United States should regard friendly nation in the guise of a menac
any commitment with caution. This ing enemy to be block~d at all costs. 
caution should be doubled and redoubled The consequences of this policy could 
in the face of a step as grave as that only be to undermine the whole structure 
into Greece with all the implications of of the United Nations, divide the world 
a continuing economic drain if not the into two hostile camps and destroy the 
actual threat of another war. Might not very foundations upon which the nations 
the United States best contribution to of the world are attempting to build a _ 
the world be the rebuilding of her own stable and an enduring peace. 
strength so that she can in fact remain Such a policy will be disastrous to the 
the strongest bulwark of free govern- economic well-being and the national se- · 
ment? curity of the American people. It will 

These questions should be resolved be- require the maintenance of an enormous 
fore we take an action which may prove military establishment and render illu
to be a costly gamble. Today, the Amer- sory the hope for speedy universal dis
ican people do not have the information armamant and relief from the crushing 
on which to base either support or re- burden of military expenditures. It will 
jection of the President's proposal. Con- require the appropriation of increasingly 
gress alone has the power, and it must larger sums for expenditures abroad. · 
exercise that power, to see that the people These will never be repaid since they will 
get the facts, tNll the facts. not be · devoted to productive purposes. 

We urge that Congress decisively reject Such a policy will inevitablY consoli-
the President's request for $400,000,000 _ date the democratic forces of the world 
to be expended on .supplies and equip- into a solid block of opposition to us and 
ment for the Greek and -Turkish armies - turn the reservoir of good will. upon 
and on economic aid and for authority to which Wendell Willkie found America 
send military and civillan personnel to could draw, into a source of enmity and 
these countries to train their armies and hatred. Such a policy, far from pro
supervise the expenditure of funds. tecting our national security, ·will be its 

Of the utmost gravity in itself, this re- greatest menace, since it sows the seeds 
quest is the more menacing because, as of international dissension and conflict 
is evident to all, it marks only the initial which can only lead to war. 
move in a new course of action on which Since President Truman's proposal 
this Nation is now asked to embark. holds these consequences of gravest im-

That course is a complete negation of port to our national welfare, it is nece's
the American tradition in the field of sary that the reasons he urges for its 
foreign affairs. True to the lofty prin- justification to be subjected to search
ciples ·of the Declaration of Independ- ing and critical examination. 
ence upon which our Nation was founded, i THE PROBLEM oF GREECE 

it has been our historic position to ab-
stain from interfering in the internal The President bases his request for 
affairs of other peoples and to extend aid to Greece on an urgent appeal for 
our sympathetic understanding to their assistance from the Greek Government, 
struggles for the establishment of forms citing its poverty, its cruel devastation 

f f h by the Germans, and internal strife as 
o government con arming tot eir needs the reasons for its plight. He accuses 
and desires. President Truman now -
urges congress to scrap this great tra- a militant minority of exploiting these 
dition and to commit American dollars, conditions to bring Greece to its present 
American arms, and American military chaotic state. He asks for supplies to 
technique to bolster up tottering reac- help the Greek armies repress this 
tionary regimes in every corner of the minority-composed of the very resist-

! b h" h b t ance forces whose heroic struggle 
g 0 e w Ic • u for our. intervention, against the invaders contributed so 
could not withstand the opposition of greatly to allied victory. · 
their own people. 

President Truman's proposal is equally No one denies the present tragedy of 
a reversal of the solemn commitments the Greek people nor their need for 

assistance. But let us face the facts as 
wJ.lich our Nation has entered into with to where the responsibility lies. 
its allies and made to the people of the 
world. Under the leadership of President It was not the British who liberated 
Roosevelt and with the full support of Greece. The liberation was accom
the American people, qur Nation shaped plished by Greek patriots, 2,000,000 of 
a one-world foreign policy. In concert whom were organized into the EAM, the 
with our allies and in · consonance with Greek Liberation Front, and ELAS. its 
that policy, we established the United military arm. Milton Bracker, New 
Nations as the instrument for the reali- York Times correspondent, reported 
zation Qf man's hope for a world of peace from Greece on October 6, 1944: 
and security based upon friendship and It is apparent that the entire visible popu-
collaboration of all nations. lation here and, most notably, the clergy, 

are on the side of the EAM and the ELAS. 
President Truman now urges the Con-

gress to scuttle this policy, bypass the Other reporters confirmed that EAM 
United Nations and take unilateral ac- included all the democratic forces in 
tion in pursuit of a program of aggres- Greece, with the Communists making up 
sive American interventionism. His pro- only some 10 percent. After liberation 
posal reverses the firm policy of friend- EAM agreed, under British pressure and 
ship with the Soviet Union inaugurated in the interests of unity, to support the 
by his great predecessor, betrays the war- Greek Government in exile and its 
time alliance which resulted in victory weakling Premier, George Papandreau. 
over the enemies of mankind, ignores When the latter took repressive meas
the Soviet contribution to that victory ures against EAM and went back on his 
and all that it meant in terms of saving pledges to remove the quislings and col-

laborationists from power, the Greek 
people organized a peaceful demonstra
tion to protest Papandreau's violations 
of their democratic rights. 

The BrHish-supported police fired on 
the unarmtd crowd. So began the war 
on the Greek people that was later car
ried on under Churchill's leadership by 
British ·soldiers, tanks, planes, and the 
Royal Navy. Thousand of Greek patriots 
were murdered and driven into the hills. 
British tanks paved the way for the res
toration of the Greek monarchy, and for 
a succession of inept and corrupt regimes 
that have continued a reign of violence 
and repression, failed to take any effec- . 
tive reconstruction measures and re
duced Greece to its present state of mis
ery. _ 

President Truman puts the plea for 
aid to Greece un the ground that it must 
have this assistance "if it is to become 
a self-supporting anc; self-respecting de
mocracy." He calls upon the United 
s·: ates to take over the- role of Britain in 
supplying aid. 

We submit that the policies of Britain 
have meant the destruction of Greek de
mocracy and that aid from the United 
States of the kind President Truman has 
outlined will serve only to continue that 
policy, will make the Greek Government 
more effective in· stamping out opposi
tion, and will be of no avail in rendering· 
Greece self-supporting. 

President Truman excuses his failure 
to· place the matter before the United Na
tions and its related organizations on the 
grounds that the situation is urgent and 
that they are not in a position 'to extend 
the help required. 

To bypass the United Nations and take 
unilateral action on a vital policy of this 
character is to undermine the basic in
strument of world cooperation on which 
our only hope of future security depends. 
I.l we are so concerned with the suffer
ings of Greece and other countries, why 
did we scuttle the UNRRA program? 
Why did we refuse to help set up a new 
fund for rehabilitation? Why did we op
pose the Soviet request to bring up the 
Greek issue in the United Nations a year 
ago? Why do we now rush into action 
without even waiting for the findings of 
the United Nations Commission investi
gating conditions on the spot? The 
Unite· ~ States does not want economic 
aid to Greece to be extended through an 
international agency. President Tru
man insists on arrogating that function 
to the United States alone. 

THE GREEK ELECTIONS 

President Truman, acknowledging that 
the Greek Government is not perfect, in
sists on the representative nature of the 
Greek Parliament, and says that foreign 
observers .considered the elections fair. 

An Allied mission did, tp be sure, white
wash the election resnlts. Chicago Sun 
and PM Correspondent W. M. Fodor re
ported that its members were unfamiliar 
with Greece, saw little of the countryside 
and drew their information ·largely from 
Royalist circles in Athens. · An examina
tion of press reports before and during 
the elections of March 31 last, and the 
plebiscite of September 1, ·reveals that 
a wave of violence and murders preceded 
the elections. 
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Not only Leftist, but Centrist groups 

demanded postponement of the March 
81- election date on the ground that fair 
elections were impossible under such dis
ordered internal conditions. Ten cabi
net ministers quit their posts in protest 
over the early date of the elections, but 
Britain and the United States insisted 
there be no postponement. Left wing 
groups boycotted the elections and om
cial government figures, reported by the 
UP, the AP, and all the ...najor corre
spondents, showed that over 50 percent 
of the electorate failed to vote. In addi
tion, it was generally conceded that the 
registration lists were padded with dead 
men, and that the Populist-prQ-Royal
ist-vote was swollen by "repeaters." 
How could the slight majority of the 
votes won under such conditions by the 
Populists possibly be considered a true 
and free expression of the people's ·will? 

The plebiscite on the restoration of the 
monarchy which was held September 1, 
was similarly preceded by a wave of ter
ror, assassinations and jailings. British 
troops were in the country, American 
warships steamed into Greek ports. 
Under such conditions the fact that some 
G5 to 70 percent of the voters presumably 
cast their ballots for the King's return 
likewise cannot be considered the freely 
expressed will of the majority of the 
people. The actual plebiscite results are 
unknown since the government issued at 
different times contrary sets of figures. 

The nature of the monarchy we are 
now asked to support, was reported on 
.shortly after the plebiscite by several 
American correspondents, who took a 7-
day jeep trip from Athens to the Yugo
slav and Hungarian frontiers. 

The New York Herald Tribune of Sep
tember 16 headlined Seymour Freidin's 
story "Reporter finds reign of terror rife 
in Greece, says monarchists belittle 
democracy; in crushing . all foes of their 
regime." Wrote Freidin: 

The.fury and hysteria attendant upon the 
Greek Government's campaign to efface Qp
position to the restoration of the monarchy 
are cutting entire communities off from food, 
wrecking the UNRRA antimalaria program 
and consigning thousands o! innocent women 
and children to exile or prison • • • the 
word "democracy" ls becoming synonylll'Ous 
with death and slavery. 

And on September 15: 
The prevalent sentiment among ofticials in 

the region 1':1- that all nonmonarchists are 
per se Communists. The ofticlals say they 
will hunt them down and exterminate them. 
• • • The Government, moreover, has 
sanctioned the activities of at least two large 
bandit groups. 

Robert Conway, of the New York Daily 
News, reported: 

The Greek Government's Army and gen
darmes are waging a pitiless war on scores 
of thousands of women and children in a 
desperate effort to halt a growing rebellion 
and wipe out not only Communists but all 
democratic, liberal, and republican elements. 
This correspondent is compelled to state that 
the supporters of King George n are now 
staging a total civil warfare of the cruelest 
and most inhuman sort. 

Shall America give dollars and sup
plies to enable the Greek Army to carry 
on this work? 

TURKEY NOW NEEDS OUR SUPPORT 

The President found it necessary to put 
the question of aid to Turkey in some
what blunter terms. For Turkey was 
not ravaged by war. On the contrary, 
Turkey not only refused aid to the 
United Nations but under the cloak of 
neutrality, sold vital war materials such 
as chrome to Germany, and permitted 
German and Italian warships entry into 
the Black Sea to fight our SoViet allies. 
Moreover, there can be no pretense that 
the Government of Turkey is democratic. 
The President therefore bases his plea 

, for aid to her on the alleged necessity 
of defending her national integrity, and 
preserving order in the Middle East. To 
these ,ends we are asked to help main
tain her army of a million men since 
Britain is no longer in a position to do so. 

Let us speak plainly. Against whom 
are we to maintain Turkey's national in
tegrity? The Soviet Union? The Soviet 
Union is not threatening the national in
tegritY of Turkey nor of any country of 
the Middle East. The Soviet Union is 
deeply and justifiably concerned with 
her own security in the Straits, and has 
requested that this be assured through 
appropriate international agr~ements. 
Is this . an unreasonable request? ' If we 
are concerned with maintaining control 
over the Panama Canal, some 1,300 miles 
from the tip of Florida, if Britain is con-

. cerned with maintenance of control over 
the Suez Canal, over 3,500 miles from 
Britain's shores, why should not the 
Soviet Union:s security interests in the 
Straits, about 350 miles from the J)ort of 
Odessa, receive serious consideration?
The United · States and Great Britain 
would surely resist international control 
of waterways of such strategic impor
tance to · themselves. Why then should 
we wonder at the attitude of the Soviet 
Union in insisting that the control of the 
Dardanelles is a matter for the Black Sea 
powers and that the Soviet Union and 
TUrkey shoUld jointly fortify them to 
prevent their use by other states for in
imical purposes? 

The best gUaranty of our. own security 
would be to recognize the right of the 
Soviet Union to secure its own borders 
and hold the key to its own house, just 
as we insist on that right for ourselves 
and for Great Britain .. 
A PROGRAM FOR POLITICAL AND MILlT~Y 

INTERVENTION 

We now come- to the basic motivation 
for the program proposed by President 
Truman: 

One of the primary objectives of the for
eign policy or the United States is the crea
tion of conditions in which we and other 
nationi!J will be able to work out a way of 
life free from coercion. • • • We shall no1( 
realize our objectives, however, unless we are 
willing to help free people to maintain their 
free institutions and their national integrity 
against aggressive movements that seek to 
impose upon them totalltarlan regimes. 

Since neither the Greek nor the Turk· 
ish Governments meet the description of 
"free people maintaining free institu:
tions," the whole case for aid to Greece 
and Tur~ey on these grounds falls apart. 
The program is revealed in 1ts naked 
reality-a program for American politi
cal and military intervention to keep 

down people's movements in any state 
where we fear that popular elements 
might gain control and friendship with 
the Soviet Union prevail. 

This is in direct contravention to the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter and in 
violation of the .United Nations Charter. 
It is designed to prevent democratic 
movements of the people from determin
ing their own forms of government. It 
reverses the whole policy of cooperating 
with the Soviet Union as a friendly part
ner in the making of the peace as she 
was a valiant ally in the war. It assumes 
a threat of aggression from the Soviet 
Union of which there is no evidence, 
while on the contrary there is every evi
dence of the desire of the Soviet people 
and their leaders for peace and for con
tinued cooperation among the wartime 
allies. 

This is the logical projection of the 
program inaugurated last year by Win
ston Churchill in Fulton, Mo., where he 
called for an Anglo-American diplomatic 
offensive to block the Soviet Union. The 
British have failed in their part of the 
arrangement and now we are asked to 
take over the whole bankrupt policy. 

FREEDOM VERSUS TOTALITARIANISM? 

·The charge that a number of countries 
have had totalitarian regimes thrust 
upon them against their will, referring 
to certain countries of eastern Europe, 
cannot be substantiated. These coun
tries today have more democracy than 
they have ever known before. Reaction
ary, feudal regimes which were subser
vient to fascism have been replaced by 
people's governments. The use of the 
phrase "totalitarian," a term applicable 
only to Fascist states, is out of place both 
in relation to the Soviet Union and to the 
new democracies in eastern Europe. The 
SoViet Union has not sought to impose 
her own form of government on other 
peoples. The type of state being devel
oped in eastern Europe is indeed in many 
ways closer to tlie program advocated by 
the British labor government than it is 
to communism. To speak of coercion 
and intimidation in Poland, Rumania, 
and Bulgaria while upholding and plan
ning to take over the British policies in 
Gr.eece is the ultimate in hypocrisy. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, after 
listening to hours of debate on this bill 
and the many proposed amendments, 
I have decided to vote for it on final 
·passage, but I do so with a heavy heart. 
This is one of the hardest votes-at least 
one of a half dozen of the hardest votes
that I have had presented to me during 
the years of my membership in Congress. 
As I said in the House yesterday, I have 
appreciated the assurance given me by 
several leading men in our Government 
and that assurance has been repeated on 
the :floor of the House today, and it has 
eased my mind with regard to this neces
sary measure, but still it is a hard vote to 
cast. I feel that this move is a neces
sary thing to be done and I understand 
the necessity of our Government's act
ing at once and acting alone. It is in
deed a matter of our national concern 
and one on which our ·national safety 
depends, to keep Russian communism 
from taking control of the eastern Medi
terranean lands. We must see to it that 
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the peoples in those strategic areas. shall 
not be obliged either by want or by mili
tary strength to adopt a way of life con
trary to their own choosing. 

What is it then about this affirmative 
vote that I am to cast that I most regret? 
Of course, it is the circumstances which 
make this action ne~essary and impera
tive. It is the fact that, under all the 
circumstances, our Government must act 
unilaterally in this case because the 
United Nations cannot do what ought to 
be done. The comforting assurance that 
I was given yesterday and again today 
that this action does not really by-pass 
the United Nations eases my mind, but I 
am still disturbed that this action may 
adversely affect this young international 
organization which is the hope of the 
world for peace. I do not believe that 
this action on the part of our Govern
ment really means a turning away from 
the United Nations organization, nor 
that our act will discredit this infant 
organization which we have struggled for 
so long and helped to create. 

My real fear is that having C;t.Cted uni
laterally in the case of these eastern 
Mediterranean countries in thi::; instance 
because we had to do so, may be partly 
the cause for by-passing the United Na
tions organization at some future time 
when it is not necessary for us to act 
alone but instead where wisdom would 
dictate that we act as a member of the 
United Nations. This unhappy neces
sity of acting apart now should determine 
us all the more to act through the United 
Nations later always whenever possible 
and to build it up and to strengthen it for 
the great task it has to accomplish, work
ing toward peace. 

I have heard a few speak disparagingly 
of the United Nations here when they 
need not have done so merely to say that 
in this particular instance it is not au
thorized to do what needs to be done 
and does not have the funds which Would 
be needed and does not have the power 
required to do the work. It is a sad 
thing for any Member of this body to 
speak disparagingly of this infant in
ternational organization which is the 
result of so much effort and which grew 
out of blood and tears. The very fact 
that Amertca is taking this momentous 
step alone, and not through the United 
Nations, makes it all the more logical 
and necessary that we increase our ef
forts to strengthen the new interna
tional organization, to increase its pow
ers and use our influence to ripen its 
maturity. I believe the American peo
ple insist that we do everything in our 
power to support the international or
ganization· of which we are a member 
and by our help enable it to accomplish 
its mission of establishing justice and 
peace. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, since March 12 when Presi
dent Truman delivered his message on 
assistance to Greece and Turkey, my 
mind has been beset by many questions. 
I have attended every meeting of the 
Foreign Affairs · Committee, listened to 
every witness and read all that I possibly 
could on the subject matter at hand. I 
have tried to consider this particular 
legislation and all its connotations with 
an open mind because I realized from the 

beginning the implications and possibili- fail it would very likely mean that the 
ties involved. The road into the future U. S. s. R. would take it as a green light 
is . not always a straight one nor can its to carry out its war of nerves still further 
twists and turns be seen beforehand. against the Turks and eventually the 
Nevertheless if this measure passes, it T.urks would crack and that country 
will be clear to the world what our policy would be overrun. It is well to point out 
will be as our commitments will be defi- that if an active armed clash occurred 
nite; our purposes specific and the re- between Turkey and Russia the Turks, 
sponsibility our own. according to the most reliable informa-

Perhaps, it was the absence of such · tion the Foreign Affairs Committee has 
clarity that was one of the contributing been able to receive, would not be able to 
factors to two world wars. stand up for more than a m~tter pf weeks. 

The reasons given for this legislation Furthermore, Turkey, like Greece, would 
are many. then be within the Soviet's sphere and 

At the present time there is an internal Russia would be down not only to the 
rebellion going on in Greece. This rebel- , , Mediterranean but would be very close 
lion, while centered mainly in the north to the Su~z Canal as well. 
of Greece, is also in effect in other parts It is my opinion that, if what I have 
of the country as well. The number of said should occur, Greece and Turkey 
guerrillas is estimated at anywhere from would certainly not mark the outer lim
twelve to twenty thousand, and it has its of Soviet expansion but, in effect, that 
been brought out that while the great expansion would continue still farther 
majority of the guerrillas are not Com- not only to the south but to the east, 
munists, they are in all instances under covering Iran, India, Burma and south
the leadership of members of the Com- eastern Asia, and also to the west cover
munist Party directed from the outside. ing Austria, Germany, Italy, and France 

Aid is being given these guerrilla forces as well. What then would our position 
from over the borders in Albania, Bul- be? Would we then contemplate the 
garia and Yugoslavia. There is a school passage of legislation such as this which 
maintained at Boulkes near Belgrade we are now considering? Would we then 
wherein certain guerrillas are sent to become aware of the fact that the ex
receive courses in indoctrination for the pansion of Communist spheres of in
purpose of carrying on future activities fluence is something that should be 
in Greece in behalf of communism. stopped? Or should we insulate our-

Insofar as Turkey is concerned there selves in isolation on this hemisphere 
is, and has been for some time, a war of against a doctrine which we think is in
nerves being waged against the Turks hy sidious and dangerous to our way of life 
the Russians. This has been carried on and which, if it achieves the success 
through the use of radio broadcasts from w'hich it hopes for in Europe, Asia, and 
Russia into Turkey; through Russia's Africa will, without a doubt and in time, 
demands for the return of the Turkish reach the shores of this hemisphere as 
provinces of Ardahan and Kars and also well? We know, of course, that commu
through Russia's repeated demands that nism has penetrated in some degree or 
she be given joint control of the Darda- form into every country of the Western 
nelles. These reasons have been given Hemisphere at the present time. It ap
tq us by various members of the State pears to me that to deny passage of this 
Department. and others who are inti- legislation would, in effect, bring us closer 
mately connected and concerned with to war than would be the case if we were 
the present situation as it exists in both to pass it today. It seems to me that 
Greece and Turkey. once we have laid down a policy to the 

I am under no ill~sion a~ou~ the types entire world that it is up to us to carry 
of governme?ts whi~h exist m both ~f through on that policy and not to indi
th~se c?unt.nes. It IS my ?ope that If cate weakness and thereby give en
this legislatiOn passes, we Will do our ut- couragement to the very things which we 
~ost to help bri_?g about needed reforms despise. 
m both countnes so . that .the greatest If this measure fails and more coun
numbey of people possible Will be allowed tries are brought within the sphere of the 
to_ ~elect ~he type of government .they Soviet Union, it will mean that the iron 
desire; so that the tax structure Will be curtain will be extended that mu h f -
revamped to such an extent that there . c . ar 
will be no favored exemptions as at pres- ther a~d that we Will have lost our con
ent; and so that both these countries tact With that.mu.ch more.of the world. 
can achieve the peace and security Such in brief IS. the Plctu.re as I see 
which, 1 believe, is every nation's right. it and und~rstand It. I reah~e what we 

It might be well for us to ask what are u~ agamst and I also realize ~hat we 
might happen if this measure we are Amenca_?s ~ave no taste for foreign ad
now discussing, fails of passage. 1 be- venture m ti~es of peace. We very natu
lieve that one of thP. first results would rally and logically have many questions 
be an all-out civil war in Greece and concerning the possibilities and paten
that as a result of this war, a govern'nient tialities of this ne'Y policy. We may pan
under the leadership of Napoleon Zervas, der and debate this question but we can
the present Minister of ,Public Order, not dodge the inescapable fact that Presi
would result. · dent Truman's address has in the eyes 

Then there would be a counter revolu- of the world committed this Nation to a 
tion staged by all the dissenting elements new policy. Our new course will take 
under the leadership of the Communists all our wisdom and skill to make it sue
who would be aided b' outside help from cessful. No man · in this Chamber can 
Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia. This tell what the outcome of the President's 
then would mean the setting up of an- and our d~cision will be. The issue has 
other satellite state within the orbit of been raised and the die has been cast. 
the U. s. S. R. If this measure were to Not to act now, not to follow through, 
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would, In my opinion, be most danger
ous. 

We are not seeking to impose our ·way 
of life on either Greece or ~urkey. We 
are extending this assistance to enable 
them, in t ime, to select the kind of gov
ernment their people want. The pur
pose of this new policy is to oppose 
forcible Communist aggression-either 
directly or through satellite countries
on weaker nations opposed to such a 
philosophy. 

Personally, I am sorry that this mat
ter was not referred to the United Nations 
before it was presented to the Congress, 
instead of after the President made his 
speech. On the basis of the evidence 
before us it appears certain that the 
United Nations could not have acted. as 
yet, because it has neither the funds nor 
the organization to meet such a situa
tion, and; secondly, any such action as 
here contemplated would be blocked by 
the veto of a single power. 

I believe that it is possible for the 
United Nations . to achieve sufficient 
strength in the future to take over this 
task. I shall welcome the day when 
we may resign this responsibility to that 
organization because I believe whole
heartedly that only in the United Nations 
can we eventually find the peace all 
mankind craves. 

Much will depend on how the adminis
tration of this policy is worked out. 
Much will depend on how soon genuine 
democracy follows our assistance and re
places the kinds of dictatorship now in 
force in both Greece and Turkey. ·I be
lieve we can provide the right kind of 
administration but, in the matter of 
democratic governments, that is some
thing that only people-and not outside 
pressures-can decide. 

I am going to vote for this bill but not 
with any enthusiasm. Like all of you 
my lack of enthusiasm springs from the 
fact that no one can tell ultimately where 
the poli.cy on which we are about to em
bark will lead. We do know, however. 
that the ideology which we oppose is 
being spread by force, infiltration, occu
pation, and revolution. It is a policy 
very similar to Hitler's policy of grabbing 
off one nation at a time in the hope that 
eventually the rest of the world will be
come so weak that no one power will be 
left to challenge it. If we reject this 
legislation we give notice to the U. S. S. R. 
that we do not . propose to do anything 
to stop or to interfere with its expansion 
policy. If we accept this legislation we 
give notice to the U. S. S. R. that we are 
giving this help in order that Greece arid 
Turkey may continue their own exist
ence, and, I think, we will be putting up 
a sign which all the world will be able 
to read and understand. Our policy of 
appeasement since the end of the war 
has, I think, run its course. We have al
lowed nations like Poland, Czechoslo
vakia, Rumania, and others to become 
satellites of the U.S. S. R. even though 
the majority of people in each country 
concerned is opposed to communism as 
an ideology, We know at the present 
time that Hungary, though having a 
legally elected anti-Communist, govern
ment, is slowly being made into another 
satellite state because of the pressure 
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from within exercised by the Communist 
minority there. We know also that the 
Communist minorities in France, in Italy, 
and elsewhere are exercising power far 
beyond the numbers they actually con
trol. We have seen too many countries 
go by default. We have offered every 
inducement we possibly cculd to get 
along with all our neighbors but our 
efforts so far have, in large part, been in 
vain. The time has come for the United 
States to .. take up a burden very few of 
us lil~e to assume but take it up we must 
with fortitude and courage. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
obtained this time so that I may express 
my position in connection with this leg
islation. I speak in dead earnest when I 
say that things have come to a pretty 
pass when the Republican leadership of 
the House of Representatives brings out 
a m~asure sponsored by a Democratic 
administration and then hat the unmiti
gated g~ll . to bring in a rule lirnitipg th,e 
debate of t:Qose Republicans who are op
posed to the measure. The rule adopted 
for this bill which starts us on the road 
to international ruin and eventual bank
ruptcy allowed only 3 'h.:mrs' time for 
those of us who oppose the legislation 
but gave 6 hours to those who support it. 

The people of this countr~J ought not 
to hold this against all Republicans. 
They ought to search the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD carefully to see that some Re
publicans-perhaps a minority, but still 
some of them-fought this bill that 
changes the whole course of our ship of 
state and takes us out on an uncharted 
sea that may be filled with unseen perils. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to comment 
on another puzzling thing that occurred 
to me as I sat here and heard speaker 
after speaker get up and make talk for 
the REcORD. It struck me as ludicrous, 
if not tragic, that some proponents were 
playing Charley McCarthy for the De
partment of State. I suspect that some 
of the speeches were "ghosted" in the 
Department of State. I marveled at the 
manner in which the speeche~ that were 
delivered on both sides of the aisle in 
favor of the new policy were perfectly 
synchronized. It was passing strange 
that different points were brought out by 
different s~eakers without the usual 
overlapping that can be heard in normal 
debate. 

How naive and how very short-sighted 
are the supporters of this legislation, 
considering the long future, may not be 
known until our children and our chil
dren's children have had to bear the bur
dens that will come as a natural result of 
this so-called Truman policy. 

We talk about a bipartisan foreign 
policy, Mr. Chairman, and it is true that 
both Republicans and Democrats will 
support this Truman policy. It is also 
true that both Republicans and Demo
crats are opposing this policy and that 
they are men of every political color 
under t:Qe American sun. Many Re
publicans supporting it forget that it will 
be administered by a Democratic ad
ministration that hardly has become 
noted for its nonpartisan attitude. 

I think it is more correct to call this 
new departure in our foreign policy to
day the most partisan foreign policy 

that could be evolved. The policy was 
put out by the President with two big 
aims in mind-first, to garner additional 
political support for 1948, and, second, 
by trial and error to attempt to find a 
way to quiet the demands for a whole 
reexamination of our foreign policy as 
practiced by the New Deal Party since 
the end of World War II with such dis
astrous results to Europe and Asia. 

In addition, it was formulated and put 
forward with the thought in mind that 
perhaps the people would accept the new 
policy and sooner or later forget the 
United Nations organization fiasco 
which was ballyhooed to the · skies 
until it was deflated by Muscow's con
stant use of the veto. 

That is why I have said before, and I 
say now, that the new so-called Truman 
policy is a policy of desperation. It was 
conceived .as hastily as it was presented 
to the American people, and the i:nen 
who sponsored it were more interested 
in their domestic political lives than they 
were in the long-term best interests of 
our whole Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
so-called Truman policy for four distinct 
reasons. I am not ashamed of my all
out opposition to this policy, b~cause, 
regardless of the men who are on my 
side, I am convinced by my study of his
tory that such a .policy as this has been 
followed, on a smaller scale, by other 
nations and always has led to a bad end. 

The first reason I oppose this legisla
tion to spend American money in Greece 
and Turkey is that the policy will bring 
more inflation in the United States. It is 
a matter of public record that I opposed 
the British loan and that I opposed many 
another American loan that has been 
used by other nations to increase infla
tion in the United States. 

Before last November, it seemed that 
the Republicans were pretty unani
mous-and thatthe people agreed also
that our inflation in America was caused 
by our overseas fiscal policy, among 
other things. Nothing has happened in 
recent months to make me feel ·other
wise. The British, the French, and other 
nations still are bidding for American 
wheat and other products in this Nation 
and are getting these products. In so 
doing, they have boosted the prices 
which American consumers must pay at 
home. 

This is true because, speaking broadly, 
the United States is the only Nation that 
has had a surplus of food and of other 
commodities that could be shipped 
abroad. The people are all against fur
ther inflation. Even the President has 
embarked on a Don Quixote campaign to 
knock down price windmills with his 
symbolic sturdy steed and his long lance. 

As every man who has served for long 
in this House of Representatives knows, 
the mere fa'ct that this first step will 
cost the United States what many say is 
the trifling sum of $400,000,000 is not at 
all indicative of what the policy will cost 
in the long run. I have served here for 
more than a decade and I can speak with 
the VQice of experience on this one phase 
of our work. When we embarked on 
lend-lease, only a few billion dollars 
were said to be involved. Before it was 
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over, tens of billions of dollars went down 
the drain-much of it to the same Russia 
against which we have planned this so
called Truman policy. 

Mr. Chairman, you and I know that 
when this bill is passed and 1f it is put 
into effect, as it probably will be, it will 
not be 6 months before there will be de
mands from other nations claiming to 
need our help to oppose communism. 

Some Republican leaders who support 
this policy have said that the sum re
quested by the President could be appro
priated and that it would not necessarily 
interfere with our Republican program 
of lowering taxes and reducing over-all 
Federal expenditures. I am willing to say 
that if the sum were merely $400,000,000 
tl'lis likely would be true. But all of my 
experience in Congress teaches me that 
the $400,000~000 is only the beginning. 
It is just the nose of the camel edging 
into the tent. After a little while there 
will be other requests and the same men 
who hollered "wolf, wolf" about the so
called Soviet menace in Greece and Tur
key will be crying "wolf, wolf" about these 
other requests. The so-called Truman 
policy w111 not be cheap. It will be an 
expensive policy, just as every other pol
icy followed by this administration in 
the past 14 years has been expensive. 

The Republicans running for o:ffice last 
November very explicitly promised an 
over-all and significant decrease in the 
cost of government. They also promised 
lower taxes. If, by supporting this meas
ure and bringing on other similar meas
ures, they niake inevitable a welshing 
on that policy, they will be doing their 
party irreparable harm. 
_ The people will fast lose confidence in 

our Republican Party, as they have lost 
con1klence in the Democrats, i~ we allow 
ourselves to be deluded by such catch
words as ••Jet partisanship stop at the 
water's edge." There can be no such 
thing in actuality. Our foreign policy is 
inextricably tied up with our domestic 
fiscal policy, and if we embark on this 
new so-called Truman policy, we will 
see that we have wrecked our domestic 
Republican fiscal program. The prin
cipal men who talk about a nonparti
san foreign policy are those in the Dem
ocratic administration who know that it 
will be administered by Democrats, the 
salaries paid to Democrats and overseen 
by a Democratic Cabinet and a Demo
cratic President. Those few Republicans 
who are appainted to play a part in it 
will be put in the picture merely for 
window -dressing and will be expected to 
stand around and say "Me, too" every 
time the Democrats make a suggestion. 

The second big reason I oppose this 
measure, Mr. Chairman, is that we are 
rushing to the assistance of governments 
that could not be termed "representative 

. republican governments" by the most 
fantastic interpretation of the term. We 
have in this country a representative 
government. It is not perfect, but it 
probably works better than any other 
similarly constituted government on 
earth. We have a free press. We have 
freedom of speech. We have freedom 
of movement. We have freedom of reli
gion. All these are parts of our govern
mental fabric, and without any one of 
them neither we nor other nations truth-

fully could call our Government a repre
sentative government and our people a 
free people. 

Is there one who will stand up and 
say that there is a representative repub
lican form of government in Turkey? Is 
there a thoughtful, intelligent man in 
the United States who seriously will con
tend that this is the case? I think not. 
Just a few weeks ago I read a dispatch 
from Turkey by Constantine Brown, the 
foreign-news analyst for the Washington 
Evening Star and other newspapers. He 
pointed out that freedom of the press 
is being allowed temporarily in Turkey 
to influence ·Americans. One Turkish 
official was quoted as having said that 
the Government deliberately not yet had 
suppressed one paper because of the pos
sibilities of American aid. 

What a travesty on words and the 
meanings of words it is to call Greece 
and Turkey democracies in the same 
breath that we call England and the 
United States.. democracies. That is 
twisting the word as much as Molotov 
and the other Russians are twisting it 
when they persistently refer to Russia 
as a democracy. 

The third principal reason I oppose 
this measure, Mr. Chairman, is that it 
will project our soldiers into new areas 
of danger where they may ignite the 
spark that will start World War m. 
When Wbrld War n was ending, the 
Democratic administration claimed to 
have a program that would banish war 
forever. The United Nations was un
covered in all its pristine glory. Never 
again would men have to engage in war
fare. We could just talk our troubles to 
death around a council table and then 
every nation would forget its own self
interests and vote to do this, that, or the 
other. 

A few realists spoke hopefully of a 
peace of 25 or 50 years, at most, unless 
the he~rts of men everywhere were 
changed and unless somewhere along the 
line a miracle in human relations was 
passed. But now. we are not going to 
have even 25 or 50 years of peace. The 
Truman policy In effect is an economic 
declaration of war on Russia. And when 
we send military .,observers" into Greece 
and Turkey, we will be running con
stantly the grave risks of de facto, if not 
actually declared, war. 

It is contrary to all the lessons of his
tory to believe that we can send our 
soldiers into Greece and Turkey and that 
there will not be accumulated new .. in
cidents" which can be used as kindling 
wood to ignite a major bonfire of war. A 
clash here, a clash there, and before we 
know it we again are involved in mortal 
combat. 

The amazing thing, to me, about this 
so-called Truman policy is that it could 
be sold to tne same people in America 
who 6nly a few short months ago were 
sold on the United Nations. Their gulli
bility is as dangerous as it is surprising. 
If these people this quickly can have their 
minds diverted from one set course to · 
another set course in foreign affairs, then 
there is no telling to what lengths they 
can be led by high-pOwered propaganda 
that can be turned on and off like a 
faucet. 

0 Mr. Chairman, I know that the 
United Nations will be defended by 
many Democrats and Republicans here 
as they vote for this policy. They will 
shed many a crocodile tear about how 
much they hate to take part in such a 
thing and to leave the poor UN with 
nothing but a grant of land. 

But the truth remains that the so
called Truman policy is an open, flagrant, 
willful by-passing of the United Nations, 
on which our Nation spent so much time, 
effort, and money, and that as this policy 
is expanded, it will be seen that every new 
step of the new policy will mean another 
nail in the coffin of the United Nations 
organization. This, I think, can hardly 
be disputed, although it will be disputed 
for the record and a lot of politicians who 
are trying to play both ends will try to 
convince the people that I am wrong. 

The fourth principal reason I oppose 
this policy on which we seem determined 
to embark, Mr. Chairman, is · that it 
negates the recent Republican platforms 
and contradicts those Republicans who 
said before the election last November 
that when the people had had enough, 
we would take powers a way from the 
President and return these powers to the 
Congress, the States, or the local govern
ments. This bill actually represents a 
sweeping new grant of powers to the 
President, whoever he may be at what
ever period. If I had no other grounds 
for opposing this bill, I would oppose it 
for this reason. -

We in the Congress have been eating at 
the second table of government for, lo 
these many years. Many Democrats 
have observed this as well as many· Re
publicans and one Member of Congress, 
our good friend Hatton Sumners, even 
went so far as to resign his seat here 
so that he could get out and tell the 
people about the trend without being 
accused of speaking politically. 

Yet, I have heard men get up and de
fend this bill who only a short time ago 
were deploring the increased centrali
zation of power. Why, I would like to 
know when you will :find an issue of cen
tralization of power that is ·more clear
cut than the issue in this bill. .The Presi
dent can plunge us into war almost any 
time he pleases. He can precipitate an 
emergency a month before the next elec
tion. And as the inevitable results of this 
policy bring an enlargement of the funds 
we will have to spend, there will, of 
course, be an enlargement of the powers 
granted to the President. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that I am in the 
minority when I speak against this bill. 
although I am a Member of the majorit~ 
party. Our time in this debate has been 
limited by our own leadership and we 
of the majority party who are speaking 
against this radical, new departure in 
our foreign policy are temporarily out of 
public favor, at least around the Capitol. 

But, I went home last week end and 
had a visit with some old friends up and 
down Main Street. I talked With several 
men in service stations. I talked With 
the town banker. I visited with the hard
ware merchant. I contacted a few · edi
tors of country newspapers. 

I found them rather perturbed about 
high prices and I heard all of them say 
that they wished some way could be 
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found to bring some value back into the 
dollar. I went out with some veterans 
who are trying to buy, rent, or build a 
home and I heard them gripe about 
prices and how hard it is to get any
thing done in this new America the New 
Deal brought to us. I asked them all 
how they felt about sending some more 
money overseas to stop communism, or 
to bolster a corrupt government or two. 
They were unanimously opposed to it. 
They were quick to note the connection 
between our spend-lend-send overseas 
policy and the increasing worthlessness ,. 
of our dollar at home and the difficulties 
of getting anything built that would 
stand longer than a few years. 

It did not take my experience back 
home to put me against this Truman 
policy, Mr. Chairman, but the knowledge 
I gained did not hurt any. Some day, 
we are going to legislate the straw that 
breaks the back of the American people. 
This may well be that straw. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state 
that it has been agreed to close debate. 
The Chair would like to divide that time 
as much as possible among those who 
wish to be recognized ·to speak on the 
biH. I assume that that was the intent 
of the gentleman from Ohio in making 
the motion. 

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman from 
Ohio understood that there were four 
amendments pending, and it was the 
hope of the committee that the authors 
of the amendments be given time to ex
plain each one of them and similar time 
be given to some one who wishes to speak 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamenta.ry inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. How come, with a 
preferential motion up there, I cannot 
be· considered? I offered it a while ago 
and made a point of order on it, and I was 
overruled. I want to know under what 
rule you may disregard the offering of 
a prefere11tial motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was not 
seeking to disregard the gentleman in 
that regard, but there were some Mem
bers who indicated that they wanted to 
extend their remarks, and the Chair 
sought to recognize them at that time. 
The Chair has withheld recognition from 
the gentleman from Colorado until these 
unanimous consent requests were taken 
care of. If the gentleman wants to make 
his preferential motion at this time, he 
will be recognized. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I would just as soon 
wait until the gentleman from Colorado 
finishes, but I want recognition on it 
sometime. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to clarify the position that I 
have taken before this body in debate. I 
spoke as ·effectively as I could in favor of 
passing this whole problem to the United 
Nations. I am in complete agreement 
with those Members who believe that 
this problem is so critical that we cannot 
delay action. We must a.ct now. This 
problem is so important to our national 

self-interest that wt- cannot adopt a do
nothing policy. However, I should like 
to suggest to this body that there is an
other path, that there is another road. It 
is true we must not fall into the trap .of 
doing nothing, for that would really en
danger our Nation, bu i. I suggest to you 
that there is another way instead of tak
ing this path alone, ignoring all the na
tions of the world. They, too, have an 
interest in world peace. I am very sin
cere, and I am very serious about this 
matter. 

The President presented this legisla
tive program on March 12. The Pres
ident stated there was a grave crisis con
fronting the world. He has said that 
there exists a threat to world peace. 
Now that the President of the United 
States has spoken in this fashion, I say 
to you that that is the very purpose for 
which the United Nations was created. 
That is what was meant by collective, 
security. All nations must band together 
to overcome any threat which endangers 
the peac.e ·of the world. · 

I should like to demonstrate in the 
closing minutes of the debate that there 
is another road that we can follow with
out joining those who really want to kill 
this legislation, and that path is · this: 
There will be submitted here a motion 
to recommit. Under that motion to re
commit, $100,000,000 can be used now 
by the President of the United States for 
the purposes stated in this bill. The 
President can act quickly to relieve eco
nomic pressures in Greece. No one can 
say we are delaying treating the crisis 
which confronts the world. We are not 
delaying that at all. We are moving for
ward to take care of that problem which 
affects our national self-interest. At the 
same time the military problems con
fronting Greece and Turkey will be given 

· the United Nations for proper disposi
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, every educator, every 
religious leader, every world leader who 
understands the history of civilization 
has been encouraging all the nations of 
the world to get together for collective 
security. Let me tell you what happened 
yesterday in England. Prime Minister 
Attlee declared on the second anni
versary of VE-day: 

The dangers to world civil1zation from an
other world war are greater today than they 
were between World War I and Wol'ld War II. 

It seems incredible that after only a 
period of 2 years' time there is such a 
real danger to world civilization. I am 
confident that the people at home do not 
know the nature and the extent of the 
threat to the peace of the world. Had 
they that knowledge this Congress would 
not dare pass legislation which ignores 
the United Nations. In view of this dire 
threat to world peace, we should be· call
ing upon the leadership of the world to 
join with us in making the United Na
tions strong, vigorous, and effective. We 
should be bringing into play the brains 
of the world. We do so to wage war. 
Why do we not do so in the cause of 
peace? 

The scientists have shouted to the poli- . 
ticians of the world that they must 
change their method and manner of 
thinking. - They have ur'ged ' the politi-

cians that they must catch up with the 
advance made by modern science; that 
if they do not do so the next war may 
be so terrible that our civilization, as we 
know it now, may pass from the earth. 
Another terrible war will destroy de
mocracy and representative government 
beyend question of a doubt. Must we 
wait until we emerge from the ruins of 
a third world war before we acknowl
edge and accept the principles embodied 
in the Charter of the United Nations? 

How can we treat this problem so 
1igf1t1y when we are now producing an 
atomic bomb that is capable of killing 
100,000 people over a wide area? How 
can you stand before the people of your 
districts when you return home and say, 
"The United Nations is too weak t'() be 
used at this time." I say to you, if it is 
weak let us make it strong. Now is the 
time to throw the combined political, 
financial, and military strength of this 
great Nation behind the United Nations, 
demanding that all of the nations signa
tory thereto act now to preserve the 
peace of the world. In that manner we 
can again give moral and spiritual lead
ership to the world. There is no basis for 
moral and spiritual leadership if this biJl 
is passed with this possible exception. 
The President and the Members of this 
body have said this measure is designed 
to strengthen the United Nations. It 
may be that it will work out that way. 
The good faith of these statements will 
be subject to careful scrutiny within the 
next 12 to 15 months. I admit that the 
President, if this bill is passed, may by 
vigorous leadership during that period of 
time revive the hopes of the people who 
believe in the United Nations. 

Again let me clarify my position. If 
you fail to recommit this bill, in view of 
the threat to world peace I am going to 
vote for it because there is no other 
alternative. I cannot do otherwise, join
ing with those who want to hide their 
heads in the sands of isolationism. We 
must go forward. It may be that by going 
to the United Nations there is only a re
mote possibility of peace, but it is the best 
choice we have now. At least, if war 
comes eventually, we shall be supporting 
the intent and spirit contained in the 
Charter of the United Nations. By our 
individual action this Nation may incur 
the fear and the hatred of the people of 
the world, some of whom have just cause 
for seeking social and political changes. 
I plead again, let us use our vision and 
leadership, making the United Nations 
strong now. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
.Amendment offered by Mr. BENDER: At the 

end of the bill insert the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 8. (a) Nothing in this act shall be 
construed to imply that the Government of 
the United States had adopted as its policy 
in international a.ffairs (1) intervention in 
civil strife, civil war, or political conflicts in 
foreign countres; or (2) unilateral action, 
either now or in the future, in disregard of 
its obligations to the United Nations. 

"(b) The Congress hereby reaffirms the 
basic policy of the United States to bring 
before the United Nations all economic, po
litical, or military conditions which may 
endanger the peace of · the world." · 



4972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE MAY 9 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to make two or three observations. 
First; in reply to the gentleman from 

Wisconsin [Mr. Kni'EJ regarding the 
President's declaration of this being the 
United States• policy. I remember very 
well the bill that was brought up in the 
last session of Congress-that is, the 
work or fight bill. I remember that was 
a Presidential "must" also, but. when it 
went to the other body it went out the 
window. Then, too, I remember on that 
historic day when the railroad brother
hoods threatened to go on strike and the 
strike had already been settled, the Pres
ident came up here and got us all worried 
and sick about what we were going to 
do about legislation. We passed it, and 
in the Senate in a few days it too went 
out the window. 

I am not very much disturbed about 
these Presidential "must" measures, es
~ially when we have a policy as impor
tant as this is to our country which con
stitutes a departure from the traditional 
foreign policy of our country. I am not 
disturbed about Presidential "must" bills. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BUSBEY. May I ask the gentle

man from Ohio 1f in his opinion · he 
thinks any man, including the President 
of the United States, has the right to put 
this Congress and the people of the 
United States in the position where t-hey 
have to vote for a bill of this kind or else 
"Jose face" with the world. 

Mr. BENDER. I have beard that 
argument used in the other body about 
losing face. We have lost face so many 
times, but as long as the American people 
keep this a Christian Nation, which they 
have, they are not going to lose face in 
the world. When we depart from that 
philosophy, we wlll lose face, and we 
are losing face here . . We are embarking 
on an uncharted course fraught With 
danger. 

This amendment provides for the turn
ing of this problem over -to the United 
Nations. If it fails there, then we can 
take proper action. 

Mr. Chairman, two basic facts about 
the present bill trouble the American 
people. First, it, in effect, creates a mili
tary alliance between the United Sta~ 
and the Greek monarchy and the Turkish 
dictatorship. In doing so, the present 
bill is in direct contradiction to the tradi
tional historic American foreign policy 
of avoiding entangling military alliances 
with foreign powers. 
· Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield.-
Mr. RICH. What will the people of 

the world say about America when they 
start out on their own hook to try to 
militarize Greece and militarize Turkey? 
The first thing you know, we will have 
to go to every country in Europe, and 
then they will be asking us to go down 
to South America to arm some of those 
countries. When are we going to stop? 

Mr. BENDER. And Mr. Chairman, 
the second basic thing that troubles the 
American people about H. R. 2616 is the 
fact that it stabs the United Nations in 
the back because, Mr. Chairman, we un
dertake by unilateral action to make de-

cisions in regard to aggression every
where and apywhere in the world. We 
and we alone make the decisions. We 
and we alone on the basis of this btll will 
attempt to police the world. But by so 
doing, we will destroy collective security. 
By so doing, we will undermine the 
United Nations. Mr. Chairman, the Tru
man doctrine, by breaking faith with 
the United Nations and flaunting the Ad
ministration's disregard for its solemn 
commitments to the United Nations, is 
the first long and dangerous step down 
the road to a new American isolation. 
The overwhelming majority of the 
American people know that the hope for 
peace in the world lies in a strong and 
effective international organization. 
The Truman doctrine is the most insidi
ous kind of isolation because it masks it
self as "cooperation,'' because it pats the 
United Nations with one hand and stabs 
it With the other. 

Mr. Chairman, the two basic principles 
of American foreign policy-namely the 
avoidance of entangling military alli
ances With foreign powers and whole
hearted support for the United Nations
these two basic principles to which the 
American people are absolutely and com
pletely devoted-these basic_.., principles 
will be destroyed by the Truman doc
trine as it is embodied in the present bill 
before the House. 

Mr. Chairman, because I earnestly and 
sincerely believe that 85 to 90 percent of" 
all American citizens do not wish us to 
engage in a policy which involves us in 
entangJing military alliances everYWhere 
in the world, I have offered this amend
ment, and, Mr. Chairman, because I be
lieve the American people are over
whelmingly right in their conviction· that 
peace can only be maintained by a pow
erful, strong, · and growing United Na
tions-this also is my reason for offering 
this amendment. 

The House of Representatives, I be
lieve, faces in this biU the most far
reaching and serious change fn national 
policy ever adopted in the Congress since 
I have been a Member of this body. It Is 
inconceivable to me, Mr. Chairman, that. 
this Congress should repudiate the his
torfc foundations of American foreign 
policy. It is inconceivable to me that, 
having come through two devastating 
international wars in our own lifetime, 
we as a body would tum our backs upon 
the organized conscience of all mankind, 
focused and formulated through the de
liberations of the United Nations. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman; all of us know 
some few people who forget that Amer
ica consists of 140,000,000 people in a 
world population of 2,000.000,000. Yes, 
Mr. Chairman, we know some very few 
individuals who forget that perhapS 20,-
000,000 Chinese will starve to death this 
year, and that another 10,000,000 starv
ing Indians in that vast subcontinent of 
Asia will die because of the failures of 
our own human institutions. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman; there are a few 
people mad with the lust for power
careless and ruthless in their disregard 
of the great, crying needs of all man
kind for food, for clothes, for education, 
for all of those things that make Jlfe 
rich and beautiful. 

There are in America today, Mr. 
Chairman, those who are willing to 
plunge the entire world intn another 
devastating and monstrous blood-bath. 
It is their thinking which President 
Truman has expressed in the Truman 
doctrine. and it is their plan-their mad 
plan-for world power which is embodied 
in the present bill before us. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman; we have the 
atomic bomb. Yes, we have the food 
reserves of the world when hundreds of 
mlllions are hungry. Yes, we have half 
the industrial capacity of . the entire 
earth. Yes, we have the liquid capital
some financial resources which could be 
extended to assist in reconstructing and 
in rebuilding the in-dustries of peace and 
well-being throughout the world. -

Mi-. Chairman, it has been said: 
"Power corrupts; absolute power cor
rupts absolutely.'' We have power, Mr. / 
Chairman, and there are some demoniac 
characters in American life who want 
absolute power-not Just here at home, 
but also in the entire world. It is from 
their mad drive for world power that 
springs the doctrine for world-wide mili
tary alliances and worid-wide unllateral 
action on the part of the American 
Government without regard for our 
historic American foreign policy and 
without regard for our commitments 
to' the United Nations. This policy 
means wat. Let no Member of the 
House hide from this fact. In our bands 
we hold the destiny of America and the 
world. Ours is the responsibility. In 
the name of all that is holy in American 
traditions of democracy, freedom and 
peace--let the House in good conscience 
and good faith . adopt the proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BREHM. Does the gentleman 

feel that if the Treasury floated a bond 
issue to support this program that it 
would sell overwhelmingly to the Ameri
can people? 

Mr. BENDER. If we floated a bond 
issue to support this program, you ladies 
and gentlemen know that the people 
back home have written to you and the 
Members on my side. practically every 
one I have talked to, say that his mail 
is anywhere from three to six to one 
against it. Now you are giving the 
people something they do not want, that 
they are afraid of and do not under
stand. 

The CHAffiMAN. . The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate comes to a 
close within a few moments. There has 
been a great deal of discussion and con
fusion which has been preponderatingly 
on one side. I rise at this time to point 
out what I think are the salient issues 
involved in this legislation. 

First, no matter how much the pro
ponents of this legislation may try, they 
cannot get away from the proposition 
that the United Nations has gone into 
this matter. They cannot escape the 
proposition that the United Nations, 
through one of its organizations, the 
-Food and Agricultural Organization, has 
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made recommendations with regard to 
economic rehabilitation in Greece; nor 
the fact that that same body recom
mended that action be taken by the 
United Nations. 

I read to this House the other day 
some of the important recommendations 
made. The difficulty has been and is 
that the present regime in Greece re
fuses, and has consistently refused, to 
adopt the reforms recommended by the 
United Nations. In refusing to adopt 
elementary democratic reforms, this re
gime backed by British imperialists has 
caused the civil strife in Greece. The 
question in Greece is not one of com
munism. The question involved· in 
Greece is bread, land, equitable taxation, 
liberty, a square deal for the peasants. 
This regime refuses to give that to the 
people of Greece. If this regime gave 
freedom to the Greek people and adopted 
the reforms recommended by the United 
Nations organization, there would be no 
civil strife in Greece. Why does not this 
regime accept those recommendations? 
Because this regime is a Fascist regime. 
You cannot get away from the fact that 
we will be giving money to a Fascist 
regime to shoot down men and women, 
yes, call them guerrillas-yes, some of 
them Communists, many of them non
Communists-who fought on our side 
during the war. You are giving money 
to buy bullets and guns. to shoot down 
those who saved the lives of Americans 
with their heroic sacrifices. You are giv
ing that money to whom? To big quis
lings and petty quislings and Nazi col
laborators. I just wonder what the aver
age ex-GI will say when he learns that 
the men and women who are going to 
be shot at with the money and material 
that we provide here were the men and 
women who fought on his side. What 
will he say when he learns that we are 
providing the bullets and guns of - the 
present rulers of Greece who aided and 
collaborated with the Nazis and Fascists 
during the last war. 

Let me also point out that the United 
Nations not only went into this question 
through the Food and Agriculture 
Organization but even, according to Mr. 
Austin, the Security Council is already 
acting on that aspect of the Greek ques
tion with which it is now prepared to 
deal-conditions on the northern fron
tier. · The United Nations · Council is 
in it. It is dealing w:.th this problem. 
So that when the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. Junnl and others say that 
the United Nations Council cannot deal 
with this situation and will be barred 
from dealing with · it, they evade the 
reality that the United Nations is and 
has been dealing with this problem. 

The mistake we are arrogantly mak
ing here today is tpat we are weakening 
the United Nations by taking this action. 
The United Nations finds itself in the 
same position that the F.irst Congress 
found itself in in 1789 when it met in New 
York City. Several States were attempt
ing unilateral action on some questions. 
Unilateral · action was threatened by a 
few of the States then. It was said that 
the Congress was too weak to deal with 
the problems facing the country. It was 
said that the Federal Government could 
not act, that it was impotent. But pa-

triots insisted that the Nation could be 
strengthened only by respecting the right 
of the Federal Government to act, and 
they have been vindicated by history. 
Americans of that day did not weaken 
the Nation, they strengthened it by sup
porting its right to function on important 
problems. 

The hope of the world is the United 
Nations, yet we are weakening the United 
Nations by the action we are taking here, 
just as some in 1789 sought to weaken 
the United States. We are at the same 
time aiding Fascist interests all over the 
world by the action we are taking . . We 
do it by raising the anti-Communist cry. 
It is a Fascist technique. It will not 
succeed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BENDER Mr. Chairman, I offer 

another amendment. 
·The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENDER: At the 

end of the bill insert a new section, as 
follows: 

"SEc. 8. As a condition precedent to the 
receipt of any assistance pursuant to this 
act, the government requesting such assist
ance shall agree (a) to abolish within 90 days 
all hereditary omces and titles under such 
government; (b) to hold within 90 days free 
and democratic elections for the purpose of 
determining the chief executive omcer of such 
government and the membership of its legis
lative body and to grant prior to such elec
tion universal suffrage for all persons over 
the age of 21; (c) to afford to all political 
parties full opportunities to participate and 
engage in election activities prior to the . 
holding of such elections; and (d) to grant 
immediate amnesty to all political opponents 
of the persons or parties in control of the 
government requesting such assistance." 

Mi. BENDER. . Mr. Chairman, in 1776 
the American people demonstrated by 
rebellion that they had had a bellyful 
of monarchy. For 150 years the Ameri
can people have distrusted and disliked 
the entire institution of monarchy. 
There are, Mr. · Chairman, no hereditary 
titles in America. Thomas Jefferson, 

·Mr. Chairman, undertook to establish 
the American Bill of Rights. We have 
free speech, free assembly, free religion. 
and free association. We have free elec
tions, Mr. Chairman. We have opposi
tion parties. We do not have concentra
tion camps, and for anyone who might, 
think that at some future time the Amer
ican people will submit to the destruction 
of their democratic liberties and to the 
establishment of the tyranny of a few, 
let it be said now that their efforts will 
be struck down by an aroused and en
raged American citizenry. 

Mr. Chairman, a corrupt and vena.i 
monarchy exists in Greece. That mon
archy has been fought by Greek patriots 
for 120 years. Those Greek patriots suc
ceeded in driving three Greek kings from 
the throne to the abject exile they de
served. One Greek king was assassi
nated. It is indicative · of the corruption 
and degeneracy of the Greek monarchy 
that the one and only Greek king who 
died on the throne died from the bite 
of his pet monkey. 

Greek patriots today as in years of old 
are fighting for the establishment of de-

mocracy free from monarchy. They 
want free and democratic elections. 
They want full opportunity of all politi
cal parties to engage in election activi
ties. They want universal suffrage. 
They want an end to political concentra
tion camps. 

Mr. Chairman, none of these things 
exist in Greece today. It is a nation 
under the iron heel of a bought and paid-

. for monarch, and open agent of the im
perialist armies of Great Britain whose 
bayonets alone maintain him in power. 
Thousands of Greek patriots are fighting 
the occupation troops of Britain. Thou
sands of Greelt patriots are dying in the 
concentration camps of the British mon
fl,rch. The free and democratic elections 
which reputedly were held are known by 
all of us to have been a sham and a lie. 
Less than 15 percent of the population 
participated in these elections and then 
under conditions of terror. 

Mr. Chairman, when my constituents 
ask me if I voted to give $300,000,000 to 
a dictatorial and corrupt monarch in 
Greece, I will be able to answer that I 
did not do so. When I am asked if I 
voted to throw American arms . behind a 
government known to be undemocratic 
and maintaining concentration camps
thank God, I will be able to say I voted 
against it. Mr. Chairman, the insanity 
of the State Department is nowhere more 
clearly demonstrated than in its utter 
disregard of the principles of democracy 
on which America has grown strong. 
Our State Department officials have 
never considered the ethical and political 
desirability of establishing a genuine de
_mocracy in Greece. It has never oc
curred to them that American citizens do 
not want to pour out their substance to 
maintain corrupt and venal governments. 
It apparently has never crossed the 
·minds of the fantastic Machiavellian 
characters at the other end of the Avenue 
that we want no part-that we want no 
dealings with governments who in their 
very nature are antidemocratic. 

Mr. Chairman, as for me, I pledged 
myself in my oath of office to uphold the 
principles of the American Constitution 
and the democratic principles for which 
the patriots in American history have 
given their wealth and their lives. I re
fuse to vote for a bill which violates those 
principles-which violates the intent and 
the history of American life. The House. 
Mr. Chairman, in the vote on this amend
ment has the opportunity to reaffirm the 
democratic heritage of the American 
Declaration of Independence and our 

· Constitution given us by our forefathers. 
Mr. Chairman, I now present this amend
ment to the H-ouse and in all good faith 
ask that it be adopted. · 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio. · 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

a further amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment _offered by Mr. BENDER: At the 

end of the bill insert the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 8. As a condition precedent to th~ 
receipt of any assistance pursuant to this 
act, the government requesting such assist
ance shall (a) re;;ister with the United States 
Treasury Department all ho:dings -of gold 
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held· by such government, and by the na
tionals of such government, both at home 
and abroad; (b) register with the United 
States Treasury Department all foreign as
sets, stocks, bonds, or other holdings of such 
government and of the nationals of such 
government; (c) make public the full for
eign and domestic indebtedness of such gov
ernment to a subordinate position to the in
debtedness incurred pursuant to this act." 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, since 
1932 the RFC has been functioning. In 
every contract and in every loan made 
by the RFC to American businessmen 
there has been a clause which states that 
the payment of indebtedness incurred 
shall take precedence over any current 
indebtedness of the business involved. 
The RFC states that all other indebted
ness shall be relegated to a subordinate 
position. 

Thus, Mr. Chairman, in the financial 
operations of the RFC we have intro
duced sound .banking principles, and, as 
all of us know, the RFC has served a 
highly useful and successful purpose in 
stabilizing the American economy. 

Mr. Chairman, is there any Member of 
the House that can advance one good 
reason why this principle should not be 
applied to the lending of our money to 
foreign nations? We have applied it 
successfully for 15 years to the dealings 
of the American Government with Amer
ican businessmen. Why should not this 
principle now be established as a legal 
condition for any future foreign loans 
extended by our Government to other 
nations? 

How can any Member deny the valid
ity of applying to foreign nations the 
same principle which we apply to our 
own citizens? I believe that the House 
will want to consider the question of this 
principle very seriously because France, 
China, Britain, Italy, Korea, the Philip
pines, Finland, Hungary, numerous na.:. 
tions in South America, including Mex
ico-all of these nation·s have in some 
form or another made clear their inten
tion to request loans of the American 
Government. If we lend to the Greek 
Government without the RFC condition, 
are we not setting a precedent from 
which it will be most difficult to escape 
in the consideration of any future loans 
to be made to foreign governments? 

Mr. Chairman, in the case of Greece, 
the RFC principle is particularly per
tinent because Greece already owes 
roughly $500,000,000 in foreign debts-
95 percent of which are payable at the 
Hambro Bank of London. These debts, 
Mr. Chairman, as we all know, have ac::. 
cumulated over the past 100 years as the 
result of the extravagances of the cor
rupt · Greek monarchy and the machi
nations of the international bankers of 
London in the political affairs of Greece. 
It is a curious fact, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Greek monarchy, frequent Balkan 
wars, and repeated foreign loans from 
the London banks have gone hand in 
hand in Greek history. Will our money 
be used to pay the interest and principal 
of the Greek foreign indebtedness to the 
London bankers? Is that why Great 
Britain wants us to assume her obliga
tions in-Greece? Are we to bail out the 
British despite the fact that they have 
already collected three tim~s the prin-

cipal in interest and carrying charges 
of the original Greek debt? Where will 
the American dollars lent to Greece 
:finally come to rest? Will they be paid 
out in dividends to the family of Winston 
Churchill through the Hambro Bank in 
London? 

Mr. Chairman, common , sense-ordi
nary horse sense--regular sound busi
ness banking practices persuade me that 
the RFC principle which regulates our 
dealings with our own businessmen 
should be a standing, standard require
ment of all foreign loans made by the 
United States Government. Now let us 
establish this principle in the case of 
Greece. There has already been too 
much scandal attached to international 
:finance in this country for the Congress 
of the United States to assume the obli
gations of the debts of a corrupt and 
venal monarchy without any attached 
conditions and with no controls estab
lished. There is no reason under God's 
sun for the Congress of the United States 
to sign a blank check for President Tru-

. man so that he can send it to Athens and 
have the Greek King fill in the amount
particularly when the Greek King is told 
what amount to fill in by the Hambro 
Bank in London. The 58,000,000 Ameri
cans who worked for wages and salaries 
and who earn their living in the sweat of 
their brow will never be able to under
stand · the thinking of a Congress which 
refuses to .support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in all good conscience . 
and good faith, I urge the _House to adopt 
the amendment which I now introduce. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
. the amendment ofiered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I ofier 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENDER: At the 

end of the blll insert the following new 
section: • 

"SEc. -. Nothing in this act shall be con·
strued to imply that the Government of the 
United States shall be bound to support pri
vate agreements made between American oil 
companies and foreign governments or be
tween American oil companies and. the :pa
tionals of foreign governments." 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, that 
great and august body, the Senate of the 
United States, without dissent and with
out any question of its propriety and 
without any question of its relevancy, 
adopted the amendment which I have 
just read. 

Mr. Chairman, as I believe all of us 
know, one-half to three-fourths of all 
the oil reserves of the world are today 
believed to be in the Near and Middle 
East. Those oil reserves are under con
cession to the great oil companies of 
America and England, and even while 
we deliberate here in the Congress secret 
negotiations are under way in London 
over the method and manner of exploit
ing these oil reserves. 

Mr. Chairman, pending before the 
Senate of the United States Foreign 
Relations Committee is an international 
oil agreement. .Pending . before the 
Brewster committee is a scandal involv
ing purchases by the United States Navy 

Department of oil from Ameri~an com
panies in the Near and Middle East. 

Mr. Chairman, the honorable Senator 
from Maine IMr. BREWSTE!l] has stated 
that the present Greek-Turkish military 
alliance bill smells of petroleum. Other 
competent investigators have suggested 
that tnis bill is nothing but .a $400,000,000 
subsidy to the American and British oil 
industries. Mr. Chairman, whatever the 
truth may be in regard to these allega
tions, it is ·clear that the.private oil com
panies of America have no right to bind 
the Government of the United States by 
their private agreements. Mr.-Chairman, 
frequently ii1 American history dollar 
diplomacy has been denounce-d. It has 
also been sald, Mr. Chairman, that 
American guns will follow American dol
lars. It is interesting that _ one-fourth 
to one-third of our entire investment 
abroad is in the oil industry. This sim
ple fact raises the question of what 
importance the oil industry has in the 
formulation and development of Ameri
can foreign policy. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
do not want war. The American peo
ple want peace. For my part, I would 
not shed one drop of blood of a single 
Ohio boy for all the . oil of the Middle 
East. Let us make clear, Mr. Chairman; 
that this bill before us is not an inter,. 
national charter for unlimited oil im
perialism. Let us make clear that the 
private international cartel agreements 
now being negotiated in London carinot 
be considered in any way binding upon 
the United States Government. Let u.S 
separate the questions of oil and our 
foreign policy. · 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that 
there will be opposition to this amend
ment. In all good conscience and good 
faith, I .now introduce this amendment 
into the House and ask for its adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment ofiered by the gentleman 
fron:o. Ohio. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

ofier a preferential n10tion. 
The Clerk read as ·follows: 
Mr. HoFFMAN moves that the Committee 

do now rise and report the b111 back to th.e 
House with the recommendation that the 
enacting c'lause be stricken. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order against the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, that 
motion has already been made and was 
voted down once. 

The CHAIRMAN. There have been 
several amendments adopted on the bill, 
it has ·been changed since that motion 
was previously acted on. The Chair 
overrules the point of order. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr, Chairman, debate is 
limited on the bill by action of the com
mittee. 

'rhe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan · has offered a preferen
tial motion which is in order in spite of 
the agreement on closing debate. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOU_SE 4975 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent to withdraw my 
motion. -

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex

pired. Under the ru1e, the Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill <H. R. 2616) to provide for 
assistance to Greece and Turkey, pur
suant to House Resolution 205, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. . 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

tl;le engrossment and third re~ding of . 
the bill. -

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and wa read the 
third time. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. ·Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 
. The SPE,:AKEI;t. ~oes any member ·of 

the committee ·on the minority side· wlio 
is opposed to the bill desire to offer a 
motion to recommit? 

Is the gentleman from California op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am, Mr. Speaker. -
The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali

fies. 
The Clerk will report tl;le motion to · 

recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HoLIFIELD moves to recommit the 

bill to the Committee on Foreign Affairs_ with 
instructions to report the same back forth
with with the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof: 

"SECTION 1. It is the sense of Congress that 
. the President of the United States, through 
the appropriate representative of the United 
States, shall initiate in the Security Council 
of the United Nations and in other appro
priate bodies of the United Nations pro
posals designed to insure the securit'y and 
national integrity of Greece and Turkey, and 
to resolve any related problems in the Near 
East and Middle East areas which are en
dangering _ the peace. 

"SEc. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President a sum not 
exceeding $100,000,000 for the purpose of 
relief and rehab111tation of the Greek econ
omy. The President may expend funds 
appropriated pursuant to this provision 
throug)l existing agencies of the Federal 
Government and • through transfer of ·such 
amounts as he - deems appropriate to _the -
Government of Greece and the Secretary 
General of the United Nations for expendi
ture by them. Such funds shall be expended 
for the purchase and other provision of sup
plies for the civilian economy of Greece, in
cluding incidental administrative, transpor
tation, technical, and other nece~?sary serv
ices, but no part of such money shall be 
used for the provision of military supplies 
or services." 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previo~ question is ordered on the 
motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question .is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on 

that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, on that 

I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-:-yeas 287, nays 107, answered 
"present" 2, not voting 35, as follows: 

[Roll ~o. 54] 
YEAS-287 

Abernethy Donohue Jones, N.C. 
Albert Dorn Jones, Wash. 
Allen, Calif. Drewry Jonkman 
Allen, La. Durham · Judd 
Almond Eaton · Karsten, Mo. 
Andersen, - Eberharter Kearney 

H. Carl Elliott Kearns 
Anderson; Calif. Elsaesser Keating 
Andresen, Elston Kee 

Augtist·a. _ Engel, Mich. Keefe 
Andrews, Ala. Engle, Calif. Kefauver 
Andrews, N.Y. Evins Kelley 
Arends - Fallon Kennedy 
Auchincloss Feighan Keogh 
Bakewell Fellows Kerr 
Barde:t;l Fernandez - Kersten, Wis. -
Bates, Ky. Flannagan . Kilburn 
Bates, Mass. Fletcher Ktlday 

::!~~e -~~~!ty ~~~:an 
Beckworth Forand Lane 
Bell Fulton Lanham 
Blackney Gamble Larcade 
Bloom Gary Latham 
Boggs, La. Gathings Lea 
Bolton Gearhart LeCompte 
B_oykin Got! LeFevre 
Bradley, Calif. Goodwin Lesinski 
Bramblett Gordon Lewis 

. Brooks Gore Lodge 
Brophy Gorski Love 
Brown, Ga. Gossett Lucas 
Bryson Grant, Ala. Lusk 
Buchanan Grit!lths Lyle 
Buck -· Gross Lynch 
Buckley Gwinn, N.Y. McConnell 
Bulwinkle Hagen McCormack 
Burke Hale McDonough 
Burleson ·Hall, McMillan, S. C. 
Byrne, N.Y. Edwin Arthur McMillen, ni. 
Byrnes. W'is. Hall, MacKinnon 
Camp Leonard W. Macy 
canfield Halleck · Madden 
Cannon Hardy Mahon 
Carroli Harless, Ariz. Manasco 
Carson Harris Mansfield, 
Case, N.J. Harrison Mont. 
.Case, s. Dak. Hart Meade, Md. 
Chadwick Hartley Merrow 
Chelf Havenner Michener 
Clark · Hays Miller, Calif. 
Cla!!on Hebert Miller. Md. 
Cot!ln · Hedrick Mills 
Cole, Kans. Heffernan Monroney 
Cole, N. Y. Hendricks Morgan 
Colme·r Herter Morrison 
Combs Heselton Morton 
cooley Hess Muhlenberg 
Cooper Hill Mundt 
Corbett Hinshaw Murdock 
Cotton Hobbs Murray, Tenn. 
Coudert Hoeven Nixon 
Courtney Holmes Nodar 
cox Hope Norblad 
Cravens Horan Norrell 
Crosser Howell Norton 
cunnlligham Huber O'Brien 
D'Alesandro Jackson, calif. O'Toole 
Davis, Ga. Jackson, Wash. Passman 
Davis, Wis. Jarman Patman 
Dawson, Utah Javits Patterson 
Deane Jenkins, Pa. Peden 
Delaney Jennings Peterson 
Devitt ·Johnson, Okla. Philbin 
Dingell Johnson, Tex. Pickett 
Domengeaux Jones, Ala. Plumley 

Poage 
Potts 
Poulson 
Prfce, Fla. 
Price, n1. 
Priest 
Rabin 
Rains 
Rankin 
Rayburn 
Rayfiel 
Redden 
Reeves 
Richards 
Riehl man 
Riley 
Rivers 
Robertson 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rohrbough 
Rooney 
Ross 

Allen, Ill. 
Arnold 
Banta 
Barrett 
Bender 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bennett, Mo. 
Bishop 
Blatnik 
Boggs, Del. . 
BFadley, Mich. 
Brehm 
Brown, Ohio 
Butrett 
Bu8bey 
Butler 
Celler 
Chenoweth 
.Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Clippinger 
Cole, Mo.:· 
Crawford 
Crow 
Curtis 
Dague 
D'Ewart 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Dough ton 
Douglas 
Ellls 
Fenton 
Gallagher 
Gavin 

Sadlak 
Sasscer 
Scott, Hardie 
Seely-Brown 
Sheppard 
Sikes 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smathers 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Va. 
snyder 
Somers 
Spence 
Stevenson 
Stigler 
Sundstrom 
Taber 
Talle 
Teague 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason 

NAY8-107 

Tibbott 
Tollefson 
To we 
Trimble 
Vorys 
Wadsworth 
W'alter 
Welch 
West 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winstead 
Wolcott 
Wood 
Worley 
Zimmerman 

Gillette Phillips, Calif. 
Gillie Phillips, Tenn. 
Graham Powell 
Granger Ramey 
Grant, Ind. Reed, Ill. 
Gwynne, Iowa Reed, N. Y. 
Hoffman Rees 
Holifield Rich 
Hull Rizley 
Jenlson Robsion 
Jenkins, Ohio Rockwell 
Jensen Russell 
Johnson, Ill. Sabath 
Johnson, Ind. Sadowski 
Jones, Ohio Sanborn 
Kean Sarbacher -
Klein Schwabe; Mo. 
Knutson Schwabe, Okla. 
Kunkel Scoblick 
Landis . Scrivner . 
Lemke Shafer 
McCowen Short 
McGarvey Simpson, Ill. 

· McGregor Smith, Ohio 
_McMaho_p Sm~th, Wts. 
Maloney Springer 
Marcantonio Stanley 
Martin, Iowa Stefan 
Mason Stockman 
Mathews Stratton 
Meyer Twyman 
MHler, Conn. Vail 
Morris Van Zandt 
Murray, Wis. Weichel 
O'Konskl Woodruff 
Pfeifer Youngblood 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Folger 

NOT VOTING-35 
Angell Gregory Ploeser 
Bland Hand Preston 
Bonner Harness, Ind. Rogers, Fla. 
Chapman Johnson, Cali!. St. George 
Clements McDowell Scott, · 
Davis, Tenn. Mansfield, Tex. Hugh D., Jr. 
Dawson, Ill. Meade, Ky. Taylor 
Dirksen Miller, Nebr. Thomas, N.J. 
Ellsworth Mitchell Vinson 
Fisher O'Hara Vursell 
Fuller Owens Wilson, Ind. 
Gifford Pace Wolverton 

So the bill was passed. 
The _ Clerk announceq the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Dirksen for, with Mr. Miller of Ne

braska against. 
Mr. Vinson for, with Mr. Harness of Indiana 

against. 
Mr. Pace for, with Mr. Owens against. 
Mr. Ploeser for, with -Mr. Wilson of Indiana.. 

against. . . 
Mr. Chapman for, with Mr. vursell against. 
Mr. Mitchell for, with Mr. Hand against. 
Mr. Bonner for, with Mr. Folger against. 
Mr. Hugh D. Scott, Jr., for, with Mrs. St. 

George against. 

General pairs until furthe-r notice: 
Mr. Wolverton with Mr. Preston. 
Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Rogers of Florida. 
Mr, Angell with Mr. Gregory. 
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Mr. Johnson of California with Mr. Clem-

ents. . 
Mr. McDowell with Mr. Davis of Tennessee. 
Mr. Taylor with Mr. Fisher. . 
Mr. Thomas of New Jersey with Mr. Daw• 

son of Illinois. 
Mr. Gifford with Mr. Mansfield of Texas. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentleman from North 
Carolina, Mr. BoNNER. If he were present 
he would have voted "yea." I · voted 
"nay." I withdraw my vote and vote 
"present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, it is 
· now in order to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill s. 938 and to move to strike 
out all after the enacting clause of said 
bill and to insert in lieu thereof the pro
visions contained in the bill H. R. 2616. 

The Clerk will report the Senate bill. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. EATON. Mr. Speuker, I move to 

strike out all after the enacting clause of 
the bill s. 938 and to insert in lieu there
of the provisions contained in the bill 
H. R. 2616. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

By unanimous consent, the proceed
ings under which the bill H. R. 2616 was 
passed were vacated, and the bill was 
laid .on the table. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There -was no objection. 
CONSENT CALENDAR TO BE CALLED ON 

MONDAY 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in or
der to call the Consent Calendar on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to announce to the House the program 
for next weelt. 

Monday will be District Day. The 
Consent Calendar will also be called on 
Monday. 

On Tuesday we will begin debate on 
the State, Justice, and Commerce De
partments appropriation bill. I do not 
know just how much time will be devoted 
to the debate. That is to be determined, 
of course, when the bill is taken up, but 

it will very likely continue through 
Tuesday. 

On Wednesday we will continue with· 
the consideration of the appropriation 
bill, and also on Thursday if it is not com
pleted before that time. 

The following bills, if they are not 
disposed of earlier in the week, Will be 
called on Friday and Saturday: 

s. 814, a bill to provide support for 
wool. 

There has been a bill reported from 
the Committee on Agricuture. No rule 
has been granted. Of course the action 
on that measure would depend upon 
the action of the Committee on Rules. 

H. R. 2780, which has to do with the 
completion of veterans temporary reuse 
housing program. 

House Resolution 176, an investigating 
authority for the Commi~tee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, and similar 
resolutions, House Resolution 93 and 
House Resolution 141, for the Committee 
on Public Lands and the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Then House Resolution 153, a continu
ation of an investigation by the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

EXTENSION O.F REMARKS 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include therein a copy of a letter 
dated April 22, addressed · to the Secre
tary of State and to Mr. Austin, our rep
resentative with the United Nations, 
signed by 30 Members of the House mak
ing certain inquiry with respect to the 
attitude of the United .States representa
tives on the Palestine question, together 
with a copy of the reply sent to these 
Members by the Secretary of State as 
well as a list of the.signers of the letter. 

The SPEAKER. · Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 

was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an 
article which appeared im today's Star 
entitled "Arms, Not a Loan, What the 
Turks Want." 

Mr. REED of New 1;ork asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in Committee of 
the Whole today and to include certain 
excerpts and quotations. 

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a recent article in 
the New York Times by Hanson W. Bald-
win. . 

Mr. HAYS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a short statement 
by David Wills. 
FREE COMMUNICATION PRIVILEGES TO 

OFFICIAL PARTICIPANTS IN WORLD 
TELECOMMUNICATION CONFERENCE 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on ·Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, · I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration 
of the resolution <S. J. Res. 102) to per
mit United States common communica-

tions ·carriers to accord free communica
tion privileges to official participants in 
the world telecommunications · confer
ences to be held in the United States in 
1947. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint ·resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, ·and I shall 
not object; has the gentleman from Cali
fornia taken this up with the ranking 
minority member of the committee? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I have. I have taken 
it up with the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. RAYBURN]. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEA] is present. It is a 
unanimous report from the committee. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

There bein.g no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That nothing in the Com- -
munications Act of 1934, as amended, or in 
any other provision of law shall be co~trued 
to prohibit United States communication . 
common carriers from rendering free com
munication services to official participants 
in the world telecommunications conferences 
to be held in the Uni.ted States in 1947, sub
ject to such rules and regulations as the Fed
eral Communications Commission may pre
scribe. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 
TRUST FUNDS HE""'D IN JOINT OWNER- . 

SHIP BY SHOSHONE AND ARAPAHO 
TRIBES OF WIND RIVER RESERVATION 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 1098) en- · 
titled "An act to authorize the segrega
tion and expenditure of trust funds held 
in joint ownership by the Shoshone and 
Arapaho Tribes of the Wind River Res
ervation," with Senate amendments, and 
agree to the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk ·read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 1, line 10, strike out "to a trust fund" 

and insert "in the principal." 
Page 1, line 10, strike out "for" and insert 

"to a principal trust fund account and one- · 
half of the total amount in the interest ac
count to an interest trust fund account !or." 

Page 2, line 5, strike out "Secretary ~f the 
Treasury" and insert "Comptroller of the 
United States." 

Page 2, line 7, strike out "to" where tt vc
curs the second time and insert "the Sec
retary of the Treasury shall." 

Page 2, line 10, strike out "earned" and 
insert "shall accrue on the principal fund 
only." 

Page 2, line 11, after "annum", insert 
"and." 

Page 2, line 11, strike out "principal" and 
inser-t "interest." 

Page 2, line 15, after "the", insert "prin
cipal." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. BARRETT]? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, has the gen-
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tleman taken this up with the ranking 
·minority member of the committee? 

Mr. BARRETT. I have consulted with 
the minority leader the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] and with the rank
ing member on the minority side on the 
committee, as well as the majority leader 
and chairman of the committee, and it is 
agreeable to all of them that this action 
be taken. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wyo
ming? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were agreed 

to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
MARBLEHEAD MILITARY RESERVATION 

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 
450), an act providing for the convey
ance to the town of Marblehead, in the 
State of Massachusetts, of Marblehead 
Military Reservation for public use, with 
a Senate amendment, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The ~lerk read the Senate amendment 

as follows: 
Page 1, line 5, after "directed", insert 

", upon payn1ent to the United States of the 
sum of $5,000." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was agreed 

to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent -to extend my re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include an article written by a dis
tinguished special writer of the Boston 
Post, Mr. Robert L. Norton, on March 16, 
the title being "Mr. Truman and the 
United Nations." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the g_entleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
leave of absence be ·granted on next 
Monday and Tuesday for Members of the 
House who are members of the Board 
of Visitors to the Merchant Marine Acad
emy at Kings Point, which was put off 
yesterday and today because of duties 
on the floor of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to Mr. HAND, for 5 days, 
on account of illness in family. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House, pursuant to its 

order heretofore entered (at 6 o'clock and 
49 minutes p.m.>, adjourned until Mon
day, May 12, 1947, at 12 o'clock noon. 

. EXE~UTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

· Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referrej as follows: 

665. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a list of institutions and 
organizations which have requested dona
tions from the Navy Department; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

666. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill pro
viding for acceptance by the United States 
of America of the constitution of the Inter
national Labor Organization, of amendment, 
and further authorizing an appropriation 
for payment of the United States share of 
the expenses of membership and for ex
penses of participation by the United States; 
to the Committee on Forei.gn Affairs. 

667. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting supple
mental estimates of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947 for the Civil Service Commis
sion in the amount of $16,160 ,000, and for 
the Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, in the amount of $8,740,000, 
in all $24,900,000 (H. Doc. No. 242); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

668. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting deficiency 
estimates of appropriation for the fiscal year 
1946 and prior fiscal years in the amount of 
$12,115,000, and a supplemental estimate of 
appropriation for the fiscal year 1947 in the 
amount of $15,285,000, for the Post Office 
Department (H. Doc. No. 243); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

669. A letter from the Secret ary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En
gineers, United States Army, dated July 1, 
1946, submitting a report, together with ac
companying papers and an illustration on a 
review of reports on Boston Harbor, Mass., 
requested by a resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representa
tives, adopted on September 5, 1944 (H. Doc. 
No. 244); to the Committee on Public 
Works and ordered to be printed, with an 
mustration. 

670. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En
gineers, United States , Army, dated Decem
ber 20, 1946, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and illustrations, 
on a preliminary examination and survey of 
Henderson River, Ill., authorized by the Flood 
Control Act approved on June 28, 1938 (H. 
Doc. No. 245); to the Committee on Public 
Works and ordered to be printed, with four 
illustrations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 2746. A bill to provide secretaries for 
circuit and district judges; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 340). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. WOLCOTT: Committee on Banking 
and Currency. S. 565. An act to amend sec
tion 3539 of the Revised Statutes, relating 
to taking trial pieces of coins; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 342). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whore House on tlie 
State of the Union. 

Mr. WOLCOTT: Committee on Banking 
and Currency. S. 566. An act to amend sec
tions 3533 and 3536 of the Revised Statutes 
with respect to deviations in standard of 
ingots and weight of silver coins; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 343). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mrs. ROGERS of ML.:;sachusetts: Commit
tee on · Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 969. A bill 
to provide increases in the tates of pensions 
payable to Spanish-American War veterans 
and their dependents; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 344). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 1054. A bill to make permanent 
the judges.hip provided for by the act en
titled "An act to provide for the appointment 
of an additional district judge_for the eastern 
and western districts of Missouri," approved 
December 24, 1942; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 345). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows· 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 2915. A bill for the relief of 
:Mrs. Frederick Faber Wesche (formerly Ann 
Maureen Bell); without amendment (Rept. 
No. 341). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS .o\ND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, publi -: bills 
and resolutions wen introduced and sev
erally referred as follows 

By Mr. DOND:bRO: 
H. R. 3391. A bill to provide for the sale by 

the Federal Works Administrator of the prop
erty situated i,n washington, D. C., k~own as 
the Capitol Park Hotel; to the Comm1ttee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. RANKIN (by request): 
H. R. 3392. A bill to amend the Social Secu

rity Act, as amended; to provide for the pay
ment of monthly insurance benefits to wid
ows of individuals who died t•efore ,January 
1, 1940; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 
H. R. 3393. A bill to provide additional 

compensation for employees of the Federal 
Government and the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

. By Mr. ANDREWS of New York: 
H. R. 3394. A b1ll to amend the act entitled 

"An act to provide for the evacuation andre
turn ot. the remains of certain persons who • 
died and are buried outside the continental 

· limits of the United States," appro••ed May 16, 
1946, in order to provide for the shipment of 
the remains of World War II dead to the 
homelan1 of the deceased or of next of kin, 
to provide for the disposition of group and 
mass burials, to provide for the burial of un
known American World War II dead in United 
States military cemeteries to be established 
overseas, to authorize the Secretary of War to 
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acquire land overseas and to establish United 
States military cemeteries thereon, a.n4 for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. ENGLE of California.: 
H. R. 3395. A bill to add certain lands to the 

Modoc National Forest, Calif.; to the Com
mittee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. GEARHART: 
H. R. 3396. A bill to authorize the coinage 

of 50-cent pieces to commemora.te the fiftieth 
anniversary of the destruction of the battle
ship U. S. S. Maine on February 15, 1898; to 
the Committee on Banking and currency. 

H. R. 3397. A bill to authorize the issuauce 
of a special series of stamps commemorative 
of the fiftieth anniversary of the destruction 
of the battleship U. S. S. Maine; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FELLOWS: 
H. R. 3398. A bill to extend the period of 

validity of the act to facilitate the admission 
into the United States of the alien fiancees or 
fiances of members of the armed forces of 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PRICE of Florida: 
H. R. 3399. A bill to provide office space at 

first-class post offices for certain Members 
of Congress; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. · 

By Mr. MORTON: 
H. R. 3400. A bill to amend tl}e act of July 

6, 1945, relating to the classification and com
pensation of employees of th.e Postal Service, 
so as to provide proper recompense in the 
form of compensatory time for overtime per
formed by supervisors; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Missouri: 
H. R. 3401. A b1ll to enlarge Arlington . Na

tional Cemetery, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
H. R. 3402. A bill to extend the authorized 

maturity date of certain bridge revenue 
bonds to be issued in connection with the 
refunding of the acquisition -cost of the 
bridge . across the Missouri River at Rulo, 
Nebr.; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KNUTSON (by request): 
H. R. 3403. A bill to clarify the customs 

laws relating to the customs supervision of 
lading and unlading of carriers, the furnish
ing of· customs services outside of regular 
business hours, and the extra compensation 
payable to customs employees for overtime 
services, and for .other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FERNANDEZ: 
H. R. 3404. A bill authorizing the Secre

tary of war to furnish headstones to mark 
the actual or honorary burial places o! de
ceased members or former members of the 
milltary and naval forces; · to the COmmittee 
on Veterans' Affairs. · 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H. R. 3405. A bi11 authorizing the Secretary 

of War to furnish headstones to mark the 
actual or honorary burial places of deceased 
members or former members of the m111tary 
and naval forces; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DONDERO: 
H. J. Res. 192. Joint resolution approving 

·the agreement between the United States ancr 
Canada relating to the Great Lakes-St. Law:
rence Basin with the exception of certain 
provisions thereof; expressing the sense o! 
the Congress with respect to the negotiation 
of certain treaties; providing for making the 
St. Lawrence seaway self-liquidating; and 
for other purposes: to· the . Committee on 
Public Works. 

H. J. Res. 19~. Joint resolution to grant au
thority for the erection of a permanent build
ing for the American National Red Cross, 
District of Columbia Chapter, Washington, 
D. C.; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr: BLATNIK: 
H. J. Res. 194. Joint resolution approving 

the agreement between the United States 

and Canada relating to the Great Lakes
St. Lawrence Basin with the exception of cer
tain provisions thereof; expressing the sense 
of the Congress with respect to the negotia
tion of certain treaties; providing for making 
the St. Lawrence seaway self-liquidating; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. PACE: . 
H. J. Res. 195. Joint resolution relating to 

peanut marketing quotas under the Aghcul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
to · the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by 
request): 

H. J. Res.196. Joint resolution authorizing 
the Administr-ator of Veterans' Affairs to con
tinue and establish offices in the territory of 
the Republic of the Philippines; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. PFEIFER: 
H. J. Res. 197. Joint resolution declaring 

that the state of war between the United 
States and the Government of Italy has 
ended; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HAYS: 
H. J. Res. 198. Joint resolution authorizing 

the erection in the District of Columbia of a 
memorial to the Marine Corps dead of all 
wars'; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

MEMORIALS 

Under c-lause 3 of rule XXII, memo
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: · 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the Territory of Hawaii, memorial
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to extend the right of naturali
zation to all persons whose sons or daughte:r,:s 
have served honorably in any branch of the 
armed forces; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of . the Legislature of the 
State of California, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
relative to Federal ownership of property 
within States and local governments; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRAMBLE'IT: 
H. R. 3406. A bill for the relief of Paul B. 

Herrington; to the COmmittee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. EBERHARTER: 
H. R. 3407. A b111 for the relief of Kiichi 

Yajima (formerly KUehl Matsumoto); to the 
Committee on the' Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULLER: 
H. R. 3408. A bill • to confer jurisdiction 

upon the ·court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon a certain claim 
of Joseph L. Rolewicz a.ga,inst the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. R. 3409. A bill to confer jurisdiction 

upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the c!aim or 
claims of Mark D. Williams, of Tarpon 
Springs, Fla.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 
H. R. 3410. A bill for the relief of James 

Lekas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. · 
By Mr. SUNDSTROM: 

H. R. 3411. A blll for the relief of Joseph 
A. Polvere, Jr.; to the Committee on the. 
Judiciary. . · 

By Mr. WEICHEL: . 
H. R. 3412. A bill for the relief of the estate 

of Howard Cletus Malkmus; to the Commit
tee on the Judici~ry. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

476. By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Peti
tion of T. C. Thompson, general chairman, 
Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, and 20 transportation employees of 
Rapid City, Lead, and Deadwood, S. Dak., 
covered by the Railroad Retirement Act, 
expressing opposition to any changes in or 
repeal of the so-called Crosser amendments 
to the Railroad Retirement Act; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

477. By Mr. HORAN: Petition of 180 resi
dents of Colville, Wash., urging favorable con
sideration and support of S. 265, a bill to 
prevent the interstate transmission of adver
tising of all alcoholic beverages and the 
broadcasting of such advertising by means 
of radio; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

478. By Mr. KELLEY: Petitions from resi
dents of Westmoreland County, Pa., urging 
the $5,000,000 appropriation for the next 
fiscal year to permit continuance of the 
construction of the Conemaugh Dam; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

479. By Mrs. NORTON: Petition of the 
Board of Commissioners of the City of 
Bayonne, N.J., urging the enactment of the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft housing bill; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

480. By Mr. 'I'ALLE: Petition of Mrs. Lee 
Dix and 25 other residents of Linn County, 
Iowa, urging the enactment of S. 265; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

481. Dy Mr. THOMASON: Petition of El 
Paso Voiture, No. 605, 40 Hommes et 8 
Chevaux, that time limit under Public, 663, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, be extended so that 
qualified servicemen who become veterans 
subsequent to June 30, 1947, may receive 
the benefits of this act providing automo
biles for certain amputees; to the Commit· 
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

482. By Mr. VAN ZANDT: Petition of the 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of 
Tyrone, Pa., urging favorable consideration 
and support of S. 265, a. bill to prevent the 
interstate transmission of advertising of all 
alcoholic beverages and the broadcasting of 
such advertising by means of radio; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

483. By the SPEAKER: . Petition of Los 
Angeles Irish Society, petitioni:ng considera
tion of their resolution with reference to 
furtherance of the principles of self-govern
ment and self-determination, consistent with 
the welfare of the people; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

484. Also, petition of members of Town
send Club, No. 1, of · Boston, Mass., petition
ing consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of the Townsend 
pian, H. R. 16; to the COmmittee on Way·s 
and Means. 

485. Also, petition of the deleg:l.tes from 
the Townsend Clubs of the Third Congres
sional District of the State of Florida, peti
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of the Townsend 
plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means; 

486. Also, petition of membership of the 
Crescent City Townsend Club, No. 1, of 
Florida, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to request for en
actment of a uniform national insurance 
program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

487. Also, petition of members of the Jack
SOJilville Townsend Club, No. 1, petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with ref
erence to endorsement of the Townsend 
plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on Way> 
and Means: 
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